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GEOFFREY	ALAN	TAYLOR	Boston	University	College	of	Fine	Arts,	2018	Major	Professor:	 Audrey	Berger	Cardany,	D.M.A.,	Associate	Professor	of	Music/Music	Education,	University	of	Rhode	Island		 ABSTRACT		 Many	teachers	do	not	consider	improvisation	relevant	to	band	or	orchestra,	and	available	research	indicates	that	it	is	one	of	the	least	utilized	activities	in	these	classrooms.	Bandura’s	(1977,	1997)	self-efficacy	theory	can	explain	many	of	the	attitudes	teachers	have	towards	improvisation,	as	well	as	its	absence	in	the	classroom.	I	sought	to	discover	what	role	self-efficacy	played	in	leading	some	teachers	to	incorporate	improvisation	into	their	band	and	orchestra	classrooms.	Using	a	three-interview	model	as	espoused	by	Seidman	(1998),	I	interviewed	six	teachers	about	their	experiences	with	improvisation	in	their	teaching	practice.	I	discovered	five	emergent	themes	that	the	participants	had	in	common.	These	themes	fit	into	two	categories—the	development	of	beliefs	about	improvisation,	and	how	those	beliefs	about	improvisation	affected	participants’	behavior.	I	conclude	with	a	discussion	of	implications	for	the	field	and	suggest	that	future	research	focus	on	the	presence	or	lack	of	improvisation	instruction	during	teacher	education	programs,	as	well	as	the	prevalence	and	efficacy	of	professional	development	workshops	around	improvisation.	
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Chapter	One:	Introduction	
	
	
Improvisation	(or	not)	in	American	Schools	“Improvisation	enjoys	the	curious	distinction	of	being	both	the	most	widely	practiced	of	all	musical	activities	and	the	least	acknowledged	and	understood”	(Bailey,	1992,	p.	ix).	Written	twenty-five	years	ago,	Bailey’s	discussion	of	music	in	a	global	context	still	holds	true	today.	Around	the	world,	improvisation	is	one	of	the	most	common	musical	activities.	Yet	for	many,	especially	in	the	west,	it	remains	an	enigma,	and	the	current	reality	in	American	music	education	seems	to	be	that	improvisation	is	neither	widely	practiced	nor	well	understood	(Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Bell,	2003;	Byo,	1999;	Lehman,	2008;	Louk,	2002;	Orman,	2002	Riveire,	1997).	This	assertion	might	seem	counterintuitive,	given	the	presence	of	jazz	bands	in	many	school	music	programs	and	the	growing	popularity	of	jazz	related	degrees	in	higher	education.	According	to	the	website	of	the	Thelonious	Monk	Institute	for	Jazz,	there	are	currently	over	300	colleges	and	universities	that	offer	undergraduate	or	graduate	degrees	in	a	jazz-related	field	(Thelonious	Monk	Institute	for	Jazz,	(n.d.).	During	the	twentieth	century,	jazz	was	a	primary	and	preeminent	setting	for	improvisation	in	American	music,	as	well	as	being	a	uniquely	American	contribution	to	music.	Yet,	some	researchers	have	questioned	the	extent	to	which	improvisation	occurs	in	school	jazz	programs	(Goodrich,	2005;	Leavell,	1997;	Prouty,	2002;	Wetzel,	2007).	Some	school	jazz	rehearsals	are	focused	on	rigid,	notation-based	
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instruction	that	has	little	to	do	with	traditionally	informal	modes	of	improvisation	learning	(Leavell,	1997;	Prouty,	2002).	Further,	the	pressures	of	performance	and	limited	rehearsal	time	(Wetzel,	2007)	and	the	inclusion	of	pre-written	soli	and	solos	in	big	band	charts	(Goodrich,	2005)	often	results	in	little	improvisational	activity	or	instruction	in	improvisation	in	school	jazz	band	settings.	Despite	this	apparent	lack	of	improvisational	activity	or	instruction	in	jazz	education,	many	music	educators	consider	jazz	band	the	primary,	or	even	sole	forum	for	improvisation	in	secondary	school	music	(Lehman,	2008;	Riveire,	1997;	Skube,	2002;	Schopp,	2006;	Zitek,	2008).	Teacher	practice	seems	to	support	this	attitude	in	which	the	vast	majority	of	secondary	school	instruction	is	spent	on	performance	of	standard	literature,	with	improvisation	being	one	of	the	least	frequent	activities	(Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Mroz,	1982;	Skube,	2002;	Snell	&	Azzara,	2015;	Wilson,	2003;	Zitek,	2008).		Skube	(2002)	found	that	secondary	instrumental	programs	in	the	state	of	Michigan	particularly	neglected	improvisation	and	composition.		Abeles	and	Horowitz	(1999)	found	that	improvisation	comprises	a	small	fraction	of	instructional	time	in	most	classrooms,	and	Mroz	(1982)	reported	that	schools	tended	to	offer	most	creativity-focused	activities,	including	any	activity	that	includes	improvisation,	outside	of	the	school	day.	Relegating	these	activities	to	the	extra-curricular	realm	inherently	diminishes	their	importance	compared	to	curricular	offerings.	Improvisation	is	more	prevalent	in	elementary	settings,	particularly	general	music	classes,	yet	still	tends	to	lag	far	behind	other	activities,	such	as	listening,	
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singing,	and	playing	instruments	(Frego	&	Baltagi,	2006;	Louk,	2002;	Orman,	2002;	Schmidt,	Baker,	Hayes,	&	Kwan,	2006;	Whitcomb,	2005).	Louk	(2002)	studied	general	music	teachers	at	the	fourth-grade	level	and	found	that	teachers	gave	improvising,	along	with	evaluating	and	composing	music,	the	least	amount	of	class	time	by	a	large	margin.		Schmidt,	et	al.	(2006)	found	similar	results	in	Indiana	elementary	school	music	classrooms,	with	students	spending	less	than	7%	of	instructional	time	on	improvisation	and	composition	activities.	Frego	and	Baltagi	(2002)	reported	that	approximately	10%	of	Ohio	elementary	general	music	specialists	included	improvisation	in	their	teaching,	while	Orman	(2002),	in	an	observation	of	thirty	general	music	specialists,	observed	that	just	over	3%	of	class	time	was	devoted	to	improvising.	Further,	from	4th	through	6th	grade	there	was	no	improvisational	activity	in	the	teachers’	lessons.	The	available	research	provides	convincing	evidence	that	improvisation	is	not	now,	nor	has	it	likely	ever	been	the	“most	widely	practiced	of	all	musical	activities”	(Bailey,	1992,	p.	ix)	in	American	music	education.		 While	the	first	half	of	Derek	Bailey’s	statement	about	improvisation	does	not	seem	to	apply	directly	to	the	field	of	American	music	education,	the	second	half—that	it	is	“the	least	acknowledged	and	understood”	(Bailey,	1992,	p.	ix)	musical	activity—might	be	more	accurate.	On	the	surface,	this	second	statement	seems	not	to	apply	to	music	education.	After	all,	the	inclusion	of	improvisation	as	one	of	the	nine	content	standards	(Standard	3)	in	the	Music	Educators	National	Conference	(MENC)	National	Standards	for	the	Arts	(MENC,	1994)	indicates	a	certain	level	of	
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inclusion	and	acceptance	on	a	national	scale.	The	organization,	now	known	as	the	National	Association	for	Music	Education	(NAfME),	released	significantly	updated	and	altered	standards	in	the	summer	of	2014,	and	improvisation	is	still	included	under	the	“Creating”	heading	of	the	new	standards	(NAfME,	2014).	Unfortunately,	the	level	to	which	the	field	of	practicing	music	educators	has	accepted	or	implemented	this	standard	is	dubious	at	best.		 One	distinctly	positive	result	of	the	publication	of	the	National	Standards	in	1994	was	that	it	led	to	an	abundance	of	research	on	improvisation	in	schools.	Substantial	research	indicates	the	lack	of	class	time	devoted	to	improvisation.	Additionally,	many	researchers	have	focused	on	teachers’	attitudes	towards,	and	perceived	ability	to	implement	the	standards.	In	such	studies,	improvisation—along	with	composition—was	consistently	rated	either	the	most	difficult	standard	to	implement	(Bell,	2003;	Byo,	1999;	Riveire,	1997)	or	the	least	important	(Byo,	1999;	Forsythe,	Kinney,	&	Braun,	2007).	The	results	of	one	survey	(Lehman,	2008)	indicated	that	many	teachers	felt	that	references	to	composing,	arranging,	and	improvising	should	be	“de-emphasized	or	deleted”	from	the	National	Standards	(p.	30).	Wilson’s	study	(2003)	showed	that	only	about	half	of	Missouri	high	school	teachers	had	made	changes	to	their	teaching	since	the	release	of	the	standards,	and	among	those	who	did,	improvising	received	the	least	attention.	Perhaps	more	importantly,	of	the	nine	National	Standards,	both	experienced	and	pre-service	teachers	indicated	that	they	felt	the	least	prepared	to	teach	Standard	3:	Improvising	melodies,	variations,	and	accompaniments	(Adderley,	1999,	2000;	Brophy,	2002;	
5	
 
Byo,	1999;	Froseth,	1996;	Kirkland,	1996;	Madura	Ward-Steinman,	2007;	Wiggins,	1997).				 Byo’s	(1999)	findings	paint	a	particularly	negative	picture	of	improvisation	in	music	education.	In	a	survey	of	elementary	music	specialists	and	regular	classroom	teachers,	she	found	that	teachers	felt,	by	far,	the	least	interest,	ability,	responsibility,	and	time	to	teach	improvisation	compared	to	every	other	standard.	Forsythe,	Kinney,	and	Braun	(2007)	reported	similar	results	from	a	survey	asking	music	teacher	educators	and	pre-service	music	educators	to	rate	38	competencies	as	to	their	importance	and	ease	of	learning.	Both	pre-service	teachers	and	music	teacher	educators	ranked	improvising	as	the	second	least	important	of	the	38	competencies,	and	pre-service	teachers	ranked	it	the	least	learnable.		 The	situation	does	not	seem	to	be	any	better	in	the	realm	of	post-secondary	education.	Fonder	and	Eckrich	(1999)	surveyed	all	National	Association	of	Schools	of	Music	(NASM)	member	schools	as	to	whether	they	had	made	significant	changes	in	their	curricula	since	the	release	of	the	National	Standards.	They	found	that	less	than	25%	of	respondents	had	made	changes	to	their	music	education	sequence,	and	almost	all	that	did,	“reported	that	course	material	and	evaluations	were	restructured,	required	texts	were	changed,	and	lesson	plan	expectations	were	redesigned	to	reflect	the	national	standards”	(p.	32).	It	is	possible	that	some	of	these	changes	might	lead	to	more	inclusion	of	improvisation,	but	it	is	unclear	to	what	extent	this	has	happened.	Stringham,	Thornton,	and	Shevock	(2015)	surveyed	321	instructors	of	undergraduate	instrumental	methods	courses,	and	found	that	
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improvisation	was	given	a	lower	priority	than	all	other	standards	besides	singing	in	these	courses.	These	college-level	instructors	cited	a	lack	of	time	and	preparation	as	reasons	for	placing	a	low	priority	on	improvisation,	although	there	was	general	support	for	increased	improvisation	instruction	at	the	university	level.		 In	addition	to	this	nationwide	snapshot,	there	exist	a	number	of	state	and	region-specific	studies	on	the	extent	of	jazz	and/or	improvisation	training	in	pre-service	music	teacher	training.	Researchers	have	studied	post-secondary	institutions	in	the	north-central	United	States	(Wollenzien,	1999),	as	well	as	in	Oklahoma	(Jones,	2005),	Alabama	(Knox,	1996),	California	(Balfour,	1988;	Marks,	1994),	Mississippi	(Thomas	Jr.,	1980),	Iowa	(Keeler,	2008),	Arizona	(Shires,	1990),	and	Florida	(Hinkle,	1977).	These	studies	overwhelmingly	indicated	a	lack	of	required	and	optional	improvisation	instruction	offered	by	higher	education	institutions	for	music	education	majors.	And	while	many	of	these	studies	are	over	twenty	years	old,	there	has	been	little	to	no	research	indicating	a	more	recent	increase	in	improvisation	offerings	for	music	education	students	in	higher	education	institutions.		 Many	of	these	studies	focused	on	jazz	offerings	in	colleges	and	universities,	and	the	findings	varied	widely.	Wollenzien	(1999)	reported	that	45%	of	responding	schools	in	the	North	American	Schools	of	Music	North	Central	division	required	“jazz	improvisation”	for	some	of	its	music	education	students,	but	only	17%	required	it	for	all	students.	Still,	that	is	a	far	better	representation	than	in	many	states,	such	as	California,	where	by	one	account	only	25%	of	universities	required	a	
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course	in	jazz	methods	or	improvisation	(Marks,	1994).	The	lowest	performing	state	by	this	measure	is	Alabama,	which	as	of	1996	offered	no	jazz	courses	specifically	for	music	education	majors	(Knox,	1996).				 There	also	seems	to	be	a	dichotomy	between	attitudes	towards	and	practice	of	improvisation	in	colleges	and	universities.	Despite	recognizing	the	importance	of	jazz	education	and	the	need	for	improvisation	pedagogy	in	teacher	education,	colleges	and	universities	are	not	responding	in-kind.	Jones	(2005)	reported	that	a	majority	of	Oklahoma	post-secondary	administrators	“agreed”	or	“strongly	agreed”	that	music	education	majors	should	be	required	to	take	at	least	one	course	in	jazz	studies,	but	the	researcher	also	found	that	a	jazz	ensemble	was	the	only	jazz	course	offered	in	over	50%	of	Oklahoma	universities.	Despite	the	finding	that	jazz	courses	were	sparse	in	Alabama	colleges	and	universities,	Knox	(1996)	found	that	a	majority	of	secondary	band	and	choral	directors	in	that	state	believed	that	jazz	training	should	be	prominent	in	pre-service	teacher	education.	Thomas	(1980)	reported	that	91%	of	music	education	and	jazz	education	faculty	in	Mississippi	believed	that	jazz	should	hold	a	prominent	place	in	public	school	music	programs,	but	74%	said	they	would	not	remove	any	classes	from	the	undergraduate	music	education	curriculum	in	order	to	make	room	for	jazz	education	courses.	This	last	point	is	particularly	important,	because	a	number	of	these	studies	cited	lack	of	instructional	time	as	the	main	hindrance	to	including	or	increasing	jazz	and	improvisation	training	in	the	curriculum.		 In	conclusion,	there	appears	to	be	a	mixture	of	positive	and	negative	
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attitudes	towards	the	importance	and	value	of	improvisation—amongst	public	school	music	teachers	as	well	as	post-secondary	faculty—as	well	as	a	pervasive	lack	of	teacher	education	or	inclusion	in	the	school	music	curriculum.	Three	common	beliefs	held	by	music	educators	may	explain	this	dichotomy	between	theory	and	practice—in	which	we	as	music	educational	community	nominally	acknowledge	the	worth	of	improvisation	while	doing	little	to	include	it	in	teaching:		
§ There	is	not	enough	instructional	time	for	improvisation	(Blockland,	2014;	Byo,	1999;	Jones,	2005;	Louk,	2002;	Mroz,	1982;	Riveire,	1997;	Rummel,	2010;	Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock,	2015;	Thomas	Jr.,	1980;	Whitcomb,	2005).	
§ Teachers	lack	training	and	confidence	in	teaching	improvisation		(Adderley,	1999	&	2000;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Blockland,	2014;	Brophy,	2002;	Froseth,	1996;	Kirkland,	1996;	Madura	Ward-Steinman,	2007;	Riveire,	1997;	Mroz,	1982;	Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock,	2015;		 	Whitcomb,	2005).	
§ Incorporating	improvisation	into	instruction	is	too	difficult	(Bell,	2003;			 						Lindamood,	2011;	Mroz,	1982).		Decades	of	thought	and	practice	in	American	music	education	have	codified	these	attitudes	and	beliefs.	Though	the	influences	that	have	led	to	the	current	non-improvising	culture	in	schools	are	varied,	I	suggest	that	these	beliefs	can	be	understood	through	the	unifying	lens	of	Bandura’s	(1989)	self-efficacy	theory.	
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Theoretical	Framework—Self-Efficacy	Theory		 Bandura	(1977)	developed	his	theory	of	self-efficacy	as	a	way	to	explain	human	behavior	and	motivation.	He	defined	self-efficacy	as	“people’s	beliefs	about	their	capabilities	to	exercise	control	over	events	that	affect	their	lives”	(1989,	p.	1175).		Bandura	considered	self-efficacy	to	be	the	central	cognitive	factor	that	allows	people	to	regulate	behavior,	make	constructive	choices	about	courses	of	action,	and	alter	environment	in	a	constructive	way.	The	stronger	the	self-efficacy,	the	higher	the	goals	people	will	set	and	the	firmer	their	commitment	will	be	to	those	goals.	People	tend	to	choose	to	engage	in	activities	and	behaviors	for	which	they	have	a	high	level	of	self-efficacy.	Furthermore,	those	with	high	self-efficacy	for	a	task	are	more	likely	to	persist	in	the	face	of	difficulties.	This	tendency	can	create	a	powerful	situation	of	self-reinforcement,	where	those	who	have	a	high	sense	of	self-efficacy	for	a	task	tend	to	engage	in	the	task,	persist	at	the	task,	and	therefore	achieve	success	at	the	task,	thereby	further	increasing	self-efficacy.		Conversely,	those	with	a	low	self-efficacy	for	the	same	task	will	likely	avoid	it,	give	up	more	easily,	assume	poor	outcomes,	and	likely	achieve	poor	outcomes,	which	further	diminishes	a	sense	of	efficacy.	For	Bandura	(1989)	self-efficacy	beliefs	often	“create	their	own	validation”	(p.	1179).				 Self-efficacy	also	influences	the	selection	of	environments.	People	typically	choose	to	enter	into	environments	in	which	they	expect	to	perform	successfully,	and	avoid	situations	and	activities	in	which	they	expect	to	not	perform	well—regardless	of	whether	they	possess	the	requisite	skills	for	success.	Perhaps	the	most	common	
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example	of	this	is	individuals’	career	choices.		Decisions	about	which	career	to	enter	and	subsequent	choices	about	how	to	proceed	in	that	career	are	largely	driven	by	a	sense	of	self-efficacy.		 One	important	issue	to	note	regarding	self-efficacy	theory	is	its	distinction	from	self-confidence	or	self-esteem.	The	latter	concepts	are	more	general	about	an	individual’s	worth	and	value,	and	provide	little	understanding	of	functioning	in	specific	contextual	or	behavioral	domains.	Self-efficacy	is	more	task	and	context-specific.	For	example,	general	confidence	for	driving	is	not	as	predictive	or	powerful	of	an	influence	as	self-efficacy	for	driving	in	adverse	conditions,	or	in	the	mountains.	Furthermore,	general	self-esteem	is	of	little	use	in	predicting	one’s	choices	regarding	driving	behavior.	Self-efficacy	theory	is	most	useful	when	applied	to	a	specific	behavior	or	set	of	behaviors	in	a	specific	context.				 Finally,	the	four	primary	sources	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	are	as	follows	(Bandura	1977	&	1997;	see	also	Hendricks,	2016):		 1.		Performance	experiences—The	strongest	source	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	is		 					direct,	firsthand	experience	of	success	or	failure	at	performing	a	certain			 					task	or	behavior.		 2.		Vicarious	experiences—These	are	experiences	of	observing	the	behavior			 						of	others,	their	capabilities,	and	the	consequences	of	those	behaviors.				 						The	observer	uses	this	information	to	form	expectancies	about	their			 						own	similar	behaviors	and	requisite	consequences.		The	relative			 						potency	of	this	source	depends	on	an	observer’s	perceptions	of	the		
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	 						similarity	between	self	and	the	model,	the	perceived	power	of	the			 						model,	and	the	similarity	of	context	with	the	model.		 3.		Verbal	persuasion—This	is	the	opinion	of	another	about	one’s	capability.		 			 						The	potency	of	this	source	is	influenced	by	the	perceived	trustworthiness,			 						credibility,	and	attractiveness	of	the	source.	Verbal	persuasion	is	typically								not	a	source	of	long	lasting	self-efficacy,	especially	if	the	feedback	focuses											on	ability	rather	than	effort	(Dweck,	2000).		4.		Physiological	and	emotional	states—These	refers	to	an	individual’s	physical	and	emotional	responses	to	situations.	Essentially,	becoming	uncomfortable	in	a	situation	can	lead	to	decreased	self-efficacy	expectancies	for	the	same	situation	in	the	future,	while	the	ability	to	stay	calm	and	react	effectively	in	a	situation	leads	to	increased	efficacy.	Of	course,	the	relative	level	of	efficacy	going	into	a	situation	often	dramatically	affects	the	physiological	and	emotional	response,	so	this	is	often	a	source	that	simply	serve	to	reinforce	existing	levels	of	efficacy.	While	performance	experiences	are	the	strongest	source	of	self-efficacy,	moving	down	to	physiological	and	emotional	states,	the	relative	strength	of	each	source	can	vary	based	on	factors	such	as	gender,	ethnicity,	and	cultural	values	(Usher	&	Pajares,	2008).			 Self-efficacy	theory	is	situated	within	Bandura’s	larger	social	learning	theory	(Bandura,	1986,	1989).	An	important,	related	concept	within	Social	Learning	Theory	that	is	relevant	to	the	current	study	is	that	of	reciprocal	determinism.	Reciprocal	
12	
 
determinism	provides	a	counter	to	the	unilateral	determinism	of	many	of	the	other	popular	theories	of	behavior,	most	of	which	posit	that	people’s	behavior	is	either	completely	determined	by	external,	environmental	influences,	or	is	completely	determined	by	inner	guides	and	impulses.			 	Reciprocal	determinism,	also	called	triadic	reciprocal	causation,	contains	three	areas	of	influence:	cognitive	factors,	environmental	influences,	and	behavior	itself.		These	three	factors	form	a	triangle	of	influence,	in	which	all	three	possess	the	power	to	influence	and	affect	the	others	bilaterally.	In	other	words,	environment	has	the	power	to	influence	an	individual’s	behavior;	however,	that	behavior	can	also	serve	to	alter	the	individual’s	environment.	Further,	the	results	of	said	behavior	affect	the	cognitive	functions	of	the	individual,	and	those	cognitive	and	emotional	functions	can	cause	the	individual	to	alter	their	environment	and	behavior.	Within	the	theory	of	triadic	reciprocal	causation,	self-efficacy	is	considered	the	most	prevalent	and	important	cognitive	factor	that	can	both	influence	and	be	influenced	by	behavior	and	environment.				 In	the	area	of	improvisation	in	the	music	classroom,	reciprocal	determinism	helps	us	to	understand	how	self-efficacy	can	influence	teacher	decisions	regarding	instruction	of	improvisatory	behavior,	and	how	those	beliefs	and	the	resulting	behavior	might	affect	the	teaching	environment.	In	turn,	the	teaching	environment	can	exert	influence	on	self-efficacy	beliefs	and	teacher	behavior.	
Self-efficacy	and	improvisation.	An	understanding	of	self-efficacy	and	its	role	as	the	primary	cognitive	factor	in	reciprocal	determinism	can	be	valuable	to	the	
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music	education	field.	Understanding	how	both	students	and	teachers	come	to	make	the	choices	that	they	make	regarding	behaviors	and	activities	has	implications	for	teacher	education,	curricular	decisions,	lesson	planning,	and	classroom	management.		Regarding	improvisation,	these	theories	provide	compelling	grounds	from	which	to	view	both	the	current	state	of	affairs	as	well	as	potential	avenues	for	change.		 The	related	literature	revealed	the	three	most	cited	reasons	for	a	lack	of	improvisation	instruction	in	the	music	classroom	are	insufficient	training	and	confidence,	difficulty	of	incorporation,	and	a	lack	of	instructional	time.	Self-efficacy	theory	can	account	for	each	of	these	reasons.	Regarding	the	first	issue	of	lack	of	confidence,	the	vast	majority	of	instrumental	teachers	seemingly	have	very	low	self-efficacy	for	improvising	and	teaching	improvisation,	which	is	primarily	a	result	of	a	lack	of	mastery	experiences,	whether	in	the	form	of	college	or	professional	development	courses,	that	are	needed	to	develop	self-efficacy	(or	as	the	teachers	in	these	studies	say,	“confidence”)	for	teaching	improvisation	(Adderley,	1999	&	2000;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Brophy,	2002;	Froseth,	1996;	Kirkland,	1996;	Madura	Ward-Steinman,	2007;	Mroz,	1982;	Riveire,	1997;	Whitcomb,	2005).		Research	indicates	overwhelmingly	that	teacher-training	programs	do	not	require,	or	in	many	cases	even	make	available,	instruction	in	improvisation	and	its	possible	uses	in	the	music	classroom.	With	a	lack	of	performance	experiences	outside	of	jazz	ensemble—where	performance	experiences	in	improvisation	are	still	not	a	given—a	paucity	exists	of	available	vicarious	experiences	from	which	to	gain	self-efficacy.			
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	 The	second	issue,	that	of	difficulty	of	incorporation,	is	also	well	explained	by	self-efficacy	theory.	Teachers	have	not	seen	improvisation	successfully	modeled	in	teaching	contexts	similar	to	theirs,	and	because	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	is	low,	they	are	unable	or	unwilling	to	conceive	of	innovative	behaviors	or	visualize	positive	outcomes	for	improvisatory	activity	(Bell,	2003;	Lindamood,	2011;	Mroz,	1982).		If	teachers	utilize	forethought	regarding	improvisation,	it	likely	results	in	visualizations	of	uncomfortable	situations	for	students	and	teachers.				 Finally,	the	issue	of	a	lack	of	instructional	time	belies	a	belief	in	improvisation’s	relative	unimportance.	It	seems	unlikely	that	instrumental	music	teachers	would	cite	a	lack	of	instructional	time	as	a	reason	for	not	teaching	scales,	proper	playing	technique,	or	sight-reading.	Because	teachers	consider	these	skills	as	central	to	learning	an	instrument,	they	specifically	plan	for	how	best	to	include	them	in	instruction.	The	skills	considered	to	be	of	lesser	or	no	importance	are	those	that	are	included	only	“if	time	allows.”	Self-efficacy	theory	states	that	people	tend	to	value	those	activities	for	which	they	perceive	that	they	possess	the	requisite	skills	to	succeed,	and	from	which	they	expect	positive	outcomes	(Bandura,	1997).	When	people	possess	high	self-efficacy	for	a	specific	task,	they	will	expect	positive	outcomes	for	engaging	in	that	task,	which	leads	to	a	valuing	of	the	task.	Citing	a	lack	of	instructional	time	for	including	improvisation	implies	a	sense	of	its	lack	of	importance	(Byo,	1999;	Jones,	2005;	Louk,	2002;	Mroz,	1982;	Riveire,	1997;	Rummel,	2010;	Thomas,	1980;	Whitcomb,	2005),	which	in	turn	implies	low	efficacy	for	engaging	in	improvisation	activities.		
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	 In	summary,	the	three	main	reasons	cited	by	teachers	for	not	teaching	improvisation—the	difficulty,	a	lack	of	training,	and	a	lack	of	time—all	indicate	that	teachers	lack	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	instruction	when	viewed	through	the	lens	of	self-efficacy	theory.	Further,	this	low	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	corresponds	with	a	lack	of	inclusion	of	improvisation	in	the	instrumental	music	classroom.	Teachers	seem	to	have	few	opportunities	to	develop	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	in	their	undergraduate	courses,	and	so	a	cycle	of	reinforced	low	self-efficacy	may	be	created.	This	situation	applies	to	Bandura’s	(1989)	claim,	cited	earlier,	that	self-efficacy	beliefs	“create	their	own	validation”	(p.	1179).		 Self-efficacy	research	in	education	and	music	education.	Self-efficacy	research	in	the	field	of	education	is	extensive.	As	Pajares	(1996)	and	Pajares	and	Schunk	(2001)	have	indicated,	the	field	of	research	has	steadily	moved	away	from	global	measures	of	self-efficacy	towards	content	and	task-specific	measures.	Results	of	such	content-specific	studies	have	generally	yielded	positive	and	strong	relationships	between	efficacy	and	achievement.	Studies	in	this	area	have	tended	to	focus	on	student	efficacy	as	it	relates	to	both	achievement	and	career	path,	and	the	bulk	of	the	research	has	focused	on	math	and	science	content.		 In	the	area	of	music	education,	the	research	is	limited	but	growing.	Studies	have	focused	on	students	with	application	to	areas	of	performance	anxiety	(Mansberger,	1988;	McGrath,	Hendricks,	&	Smith,	2016;	Petrovich,	1989;	Sinden,	1999),	elementary-level	music	learning	(Ritchie	&	Williamon,	2011),	maintaining	practice	schedules	(Rojas	&	Springer,	2014),	improvisation	achievement	(Davison,	
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2006;	Hirschorn,	2011;	Watson,	2010;	Wehr-Flowers,	2006),	student	retention	(Klinedinst,	1991;	Sandene,	1997;	Stewart,	2002),	and	performance	achievement	(Hendricks,	2014;	Martin,	2012;	McCormick	&	McPherson,	2003,	2006).	These	studies	tend	to	agree	with	the	larger	field	of	educational	self-efficacy	research	that	high	self-efficacy	towards	music—or	a	specific	musical	task—is	a	strong	predictor	of	success	at	that	task	and	students’	willingness	to	continue	in	music.		 The	world	of	jazz	education	research	has	been	home	to	a	robust	and	long-running	discussion	of	the	relative	merits	of	different	approaches	to	improvisation—specifically	between	primarily	aural	and	primarily	notation-based	methods	of	instruction	(Bash,	1984;	Heil,	2005;	Hores,	1977;	Laughlin,	2001;	Maceli,	2009;	Re,	2004;	Wetzel,	2007).	As	such,	it	is	not	surprising	that	the	scant	research	into	student	efficacy	towards	improvisation	would	also	focus	on	these	two	instructional	approaches,	but	the	discussion	about	these	approaches	assumes	both	competent	instruction	(in	whatever	method)	and	efficacy	towards	improvisation	on	the	part	of	the	teacher.	Also,	the	research	exists	almost	entirely	within	the	jazz	idiom.	This	study	aims	to	fill	a	gap	in	the	research	by	explicitly	examining	the	role	of	self-efficacy	in	a	teacher’s	decisions	about	and	approach	towards	teaching	improvisation	in	the	classroom,	specifically	in	a	band	or	orchestra	classroom.			 While	little	research	exists	specifically	regarding	teacher	self-efficacy	in	music	education,	a	substantial	amount	of	research	exists	regarding	general	teacher	efficacy,	which	may	be	applicable	to	teachers	of	specific	subjects.	Researchers	have	explored	the	relationship	between	teacher	efficacy	and	student	achievement	
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(Ashton	&	Webb,	1986;	Hoy	&	Woolfolk,	1993),	teacher	motivation	(Ashton,	1984),	and	flexibility	and	creativity	(Guskey	&	Pigott,	1988;	Smylie,	1988).	Again,	results	of	this	research	largely	support	the	theory	that	high	levels	of	self-efficacy	correspond	with	high	motivation,	student	achievement,	and	flexibility.		 Despite	the	well-established	body	of	self-efficacy	research	in	the	field	of	education,	the	research	is	not	without	flaws	or	areas	of	contention.	A	post-positivist	paradigm	dominates	self-efficacy	research	in	education,	and	researchers	have	largely	sought	to	show	correlations	between	high	self-efficacy	and	positive	outcomes	for	students	and	teachers.	As	such,	researchers	have	focused	on	development	of	accurate	and	authentic	methods	of	assessment	of	self-efficacy.	Unfortunately,	despite	this	focus,	problems	with	assessment	have	“plagued”	self-efficacy	research	(Pajares,	1997,	p.	7).	These	problems	are	two-fold.	First,	many	researchers	developed	assessment	instruments	that	are	too	vague	and	general,	in	that	they	do	not	measure	efficacy	for	a	specific	task	but	rather	general	attitudes	about	capabilities.	This	lack	of	specificity	limits	self-efficacy’s	predictive	relevance	to	student	outcomes	(Bandura,	1997).	Second,	the	content	validity	of	self-efficacy	scales	is	often	in	doubt	because	researchers	confuse	self-efficacy	with	other	constructs	such	as	self-esteem,	locus	of	control,	and	outcome	expectancies	(Bandura,	2006).	These	constructs,	while	related,	are	different	phenomena	entirely	from	self-efficacy.		Similar	problems	have	existed	in	assessment	instruments	designed	to	measure	teacher	efficacy	(Dembo	&	Gibson,	1985;	Irvin,	2005).		 In	short,	self-efficacy	researchers	in	education	have	been	primarily	
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concerned	with	developing	accurate,	valid	assessment	instruments	that	allow	researchers	to	demonstrate	the	causality	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	to	educational	outcomes.	This	predictive	nature	of	self-efficacy	is	at	the	core	of	Social	Learning	Theory.	Yet	this	preoccupation	with	confirming	the	theory	has	ignored	larger	issues	of	the	complexity	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	and	the	ways	in	which	these	beliefs	both	influence	and	are	influenced	by	external	factors.		 Despite	a	lack	of	specific	studies	on	teacher	self-efficacy	and	improvisation,	the	available	research	indicates	that	teacher	efficacy	for	improvisation	is	quite	low.	This	research	clearly	indicates	that	inclusion	of	improvisation	in	the	music	classroom	is	also	lacking.		Additionally,	even	while	ignoring	issues	with	teacher	efficacy	assessment	instruments,	there	seems	to	be	limited	value	in	seeking	a	correlation	between	levels	of	teacher	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	with	its	inclusion	in	a	curriculum,	since	both	are	evidently	quite	low.	Rather,	a	more	relevant	inquiry	would	be	to	explore	the	role	self-efficacy	played	in	the	implementation	of	improvisation	into	a	particular	music	curriculum.	By	exploring	the	role	of	self-efficacy	in	such	an	implementation,	the	goal	is	that	beyond	simply	determining	the	existence	of	a	relationship	between	efficacy	and	implementation,	one	could	explore	more	deeply	how	efficacy	interacted	with	environmental	and	behavioral	factors	during	the	process	of	implementation.	This	requires	a	more	nuanced,	detailed,	and	in-depth	exploration	than	simple	correlations	can	provide.	
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Rationale	for	the	Study		 Improvisation,	although	widely	practiced	in	many	musical	cultures	from	America	and	around	the	world,	is	largely	absent	from	American	music	education,	and	particularly	from	band	and	orchestra	classrooms	(Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Mroz,	1982;	Skube,	2002;	Wilson,	2003;	Zitek,	2008).	Where	it	is	included,	improvisation	is	largely	confined	to	elementary	general	music	and	jazz	band	settings	(Lehman,	2008;	Riveire,	1997;	Schopp,	2006;	Skube,	2002;	Zitek,	208).	Teachers	cite	a	lack	of	preparation	and	confidence	(Adderley,	1999	&	2000;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Blockland,	2014;	Brophy,	2002;	Froseth,	1996;	Kirkland,	1996;	Madura	Ward-Steinman,	2007;	Mroz,	1982;	Riveire,	1997;	Whitcomb,	2005),	difficulty	of	incorporation	(Bell,	2003;	Blockland,	2014;	Byo,	1999;	Riveire,	1997),	and	a	lack	of	instructional	time	(Blockland,	2014;	Byo,	1999;	Jones,	2005;	Louk,	2002;	Riveire,	1997;	Mroz,	1982;	Rummel,	2010;	Thomas,	1980;	Whitcomb,	2005)	as	reasons	for	not	including	improvisation	in	curricula.		Self-efficacy	beliefs	are	likely	a	factor	in	all	of	the	reasons	cited	above,	as	self-efficacy	theory	can	account	for	each	of	the	reasons	teachers	cite.	Self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	may	likely	be	lacking	due	to	the	dearth	of	available	improvisation	instruction	for	pre-service	music	teachers	in	most	higher	education	institutions	(Balfour,	1988;	Hinkle,	1977;	Jones,	2005;	Keeler,	2008;	Knox,	1996;	Marks,	1994;	Shires,	1990;	Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock,	2015;	Thomas,	1980;	Wollenzien,	1999).	Teacher	self-efficacy	beliefs	regarding	improvisation	in	non-jazz	instrumental	contexts	seem	to	be	creating	their	own	validation,	in	that	teachers	
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have	low	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	instruction,	which	leads	them	to	avoid	its	inclusion,	and	then	contributes	to	a	sense	of	improvisation’s	subordinate	importance	in	instrumental	education.	University-level	teacher	educators	that	do	not	see	fit	to	include	improvisation	in	their	teacher	education	programs	serve	to	reinforce	this	sense	of	subordinate	importance.	If	improvisation	is	ever	to	be	implemented	on	a	larger	scale,	something	will	need	to	change	to	break	this	cycle.		 There	is	substantial	research	indicating	the	predictive	power	of	self-efficacy	regarding	behavior,	persistence,	and	success	at	specific	tasks,	both	for	children	and	adults	in	academic	settings	(see	Pajares,	1996	for	a	review),	but	there	is	little	to	no	research	about	the	role	self-efficacy	plays	in	teacher	decisions	regarding	improvisation	in	the	instrumental	music	classroom.	The	scant	research	available	regarding	attitudes	and	perspectives	on	improvisation	in	a	band	or	orchestra	classroom	either	focuses	on	students	(Caslor,	2010;	Stringham,	2010),	or	on	teachers	who	have	already	experienced	successful,	long-term	results	from	incorporation	(Caslor,	2010;	Pignato,	2010;	Schopp,	2006).	Bandura	(1986)	claimed	that	self-efficacy	is	a	primary	factor	that	determines	whether	people	choose	to	attempt	an	activity	or	task,	as	well	as	whether	or	not	they	continue	to	pursue	the	task	even	in	the	face	of	obstacles.	Given	the	seeming	importance	of	self-efficacy	in	undertaking	any	task—including	improvisation—and	the	seemingly	pervasive	lack	of	efficacy	for	improvisation	amongst	most	music	teachers,	what	is	missing	is	an	exploration	of	the	role	teacher	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	plays	in	the	initial	implementation	of	improvisation	into	a	school	instrumental	curriculum.		
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	 It	is	appropriate	at	this	point	to	discuss	what	I	will	consider	to	be	“improvisation”	for	the	purposes	of	this	study.	Improvisation	will	not	be	limited	to	“jazz	improvisation”	or	anything	that	is	related	to	jazz,	although	it	may	be	included.	For	this	study,	improvisation	can	be	any	music	making	that	is	spontaneously	created	and	does	not	involve	reading	notation	from	a	page.	Also,	the	definition	of	improvisation	was	largely	determined	by	the	teachers	who	include	it	in	their	curriculum.	Part	of	the	meaning	they	make	from	their	experience	is	to	determine	what	improvisation	means	to	them.	This	ecumenical	perspective	on	improvisation	is	shared	by	many	scholars,	including	Derek	Bailey	(1992),	Bruno	Nettl	(1974)	and	one	of	the	first	scholars	to	write	about	musical	improvisation,	Ernst	Ferand	(1938).	
Purpose	of	the	Study		 The	purpose	of	this	study	is	to	examine	the	role	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	plays	in	teacher	decisions	about	incorporation	of,	and	continuation	with,	improvisation	activities	in	the	classroom.	Informed	by	Bandura’s	self-efficacy	theory,	including	triadic	reciprocal	causation,	the	following	questions	will	guide	the	study:	 1.		What	role	does	teacher	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	instruction	play	in	a	teacher’s	initial	implementation	of	students’	improvisation	behavior	in	an	instrumental	music	classroom?	2.		How	does	a	teacher’s	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	instruction	change	throughout	implementation	of	improvisation	in	the	classroom?		What	factor(s)	influence	these	changes?	
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3.		How	do	teachers’	self-efficacy	for	improvisation,	as	well	as	teachers’				 improvisation	instruction,	affect	their	overall	educational	community	(e.g.,	colleague	and	administrator	responses	and	more	widespread	improvisation	implementation)?	
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Chapter	Two:	Review	of	Literature			 Academic	inquiry	into	the	practice	of	improvisation	in	American	music	education	has	a	relatively	short	history.	Yet	in	the	roughly	35	years	since	researchers	began	studying	improvisation	in	earnest,	the	body	of	literature	has	become	deep	and	diverse.	Three	broad	areas	of	research	are	relevant	to	this	study:		Self-efficacy	in	education,	improvisation	in	school	music	settings,	and	philosophical	writings	defending	the	value	and	worth	of	improvisation	in	school	music	settings.		 I	begin	with	a	review	and	summary	of	the	vast	breadth	and	depth	of	research	on	self-efficacy	in	academic	settings.	I	then	demonstrate	how,	within	music	education,	the	research	on	self-efficacy	has	had	a	fairly	narrow	focus	and	how	this	study	fills	a	gap	in	the	current	research.	The	rest	of	the	review	addresses	research	primarily	related	to	improvisation	in	school	music	settings.	It	begins	with	a	review	of	research	related	to	improvisation	in	the	stages	of	childhood	from	early	childhood	(age	3)	through	pre-adolescence	(age	11).	The	section	on	early	childhood	improvisation	is	included	for	the	purpose	of	establishing	improvisation	as	a	viable	activity	for	children	of	various	ages	and	developmental	stages.	Beyond	that,	research	that	discusses	attitudes	towards,	and	benefits	of	improvisation	in	school	music	settings	is	the	heart	of	the	review.	A	middle	section	includes	research	indicating	the	benefits	of	improvisation	for	students,	its	lack	of	inclusion	in	the	music	classroom,	and	teacher	attitudes	towards	improvisation.	The	next	section	reviews	research	that	indicates	a	general	lack	of	improvisation	training	in	post-
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secondary	music	education	and	music	teacher	education	programs.		Finally,	this	study	springs	from	a	belief	that	improvisation	is	worthwhile	and	important.	Therefore,	the	literature	review	addresses	philosophical	writings	that	establish	and	reinforce	beliefs	about	what	improvisation	is,	why	it	is	valuable	and	viable,	and	its	potential	uses	for	change	in	the	instrumental	music	classroom.	To	retain	a	focus	on	teacher	attitudes	towards	improvisation,	barriers	to	its	inclusion	and	possibilities	for	overcoming	these	barriers,	I	have	excluded	research	focused	on	the	relative	efficacy	of	various	instructional	methods.	Further,	this	study	concerns	improvisation	in	non-standard	(read:	non-jazz)	settings.	To	that	end,	research	focused	on	jazz	improvisation	instruction	and	methods	is	excluded.	
Self-Efficacy	in	Education	and	Music	Education		 First,	because	I	conducted	this	study	within	the	framework	of	self-efficacy	theory,	it	is	important	to	discuss	research	in	music	education	that	has	also	used	this	framework.	Self-efficacy	research	in	music	education	is	still	somewhat	limited,	but	there	is	plentiful	research	in	the	area	of	self-efficacy	in	other	educational	domains.	This	education	research	has	steadily	moved	away	from	global	measures	of	self-efficacy	towards	content	and	task-specific	measures	(Pajares	&	Strunk,	2001).	The	general	education	research	has	focused	on	both	student	and	teacher	efficacy,	and	has	typically	attempted	to	measure	the	relationships	between	various	factors	and	corresponding	levels	of	efficacy	(Pajares,	1996).		 Self-efficacy	in	education.	Self-efficacy	theory	posits	that	there	are	four	potential	sources,	or	determinants,	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	towards	a	particular	task:	
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Mastery	experience,	vicarious	experience,	verbal	persuasion,	and	physiological	and	emotional	states.	(Bandura	1997).	The	two	most	powerful	determinants	are	typically	thought	to	be	mastery	experiences	and	vicarious	experiences.	A	mastery	experience	involves	direct	personal	experience	with	a	task.	Clear	success	or	failure	on	the	part	of	the	person	at	the	task	can	either	develop	or	diminish	self-efficacy	beliefs,	respectively.	A	vicarious	experience	involves	observing	the	behavior	of	others,	seeing	what	they	are	able	to	do,	noting	the	consequences	of	their	behavior,	and	then	using	this	information	to	form	expectancies	about	one’s	own	behavior.		 More	recent	research	has	indicated	that	the	relative	strength	of	the	four	sources	of	self-efficacy	is	dependent	on	a	number	of	factors,	including	ethnicity,	cultural	values,	and	gender	(Usher	&	Pajares,	2008).	Researchers	have	found	differences	in	the	sources	of	self-efficacy	for	different	ethnicities	in	a	number	of	different	academic	fields.	Gainor	and	Lent	(2008)	found	that	for	African-American	undergraduate	students,	verbal	persuasion	and	physiological	factors	were	most	predictive	of	self-efficacy	for	mathematics.	Klaasen	(2004)	found	that	self-efficacy	for	math	was	most	predicted	by	vicarious	experiences	and	verbal	persuasion	for	Indo-Canadian	7th	graders,	while	mastery	experiences	and	physiological	factors	were	more	predictive	for	Anglo-Canadian	students	of	the	same	age.	Finally,	Usher	and	Pajares	(2006)	reported	that	vicarious	experience	and	physiological	factors	were	less	predictive	of	general	academic	self-efficacy	amongst	African-American	6th	graders	than	for	their	white	counterparts.			 Regarding	gender,	much	research	has	been	conducted	in	many	academic	
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domains	that	indicates	that	boys	and	girls	can	develop	self-efficacy	in	distinct	ways.	These	gender	differences	can	be	found	in	general	academic	self-efficacy	(Usher	&	Pajares,	2006),	science	(Britner	&	Pajares,	2006;	Pajares	&	Zeldin,	1999;	Zeldin	&	Pajares,	2000),	math	(Hampton	&	Mason,	2003;	Lent,	Brown,	Gover,	&	Nijjer,	1996;	Lent,	Lopez,	Brown,	&	Gore,	1996;	Lopez	&	Lent,	1992;	Lopez,	Lent,	Brown,	&	Gore,	1997),	and	English	(Hampton	&	Mason,	2003).	The	ways	in	which	these	studies	found	the	genders	to	vary	are	not	uniform,	and	yet	other	studies	reported	no	differences	in	self-efficacy	sources	between	genders.	As	such,	it	is	important	when	considering	sources	of	self-efficacy	in	any	domain	to	consider	these	uncertainties.		 Self-efficacy	in	music	education.	This	variability	around	the	sources	and	manifestation	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	applies	to	the	field	of	music	education	as	well,	in	which	researchers	have	identified	gender	differences	regarding	self-efficacy	development	in	a	number	of	areas,	including	jazz	improvisation	(Wehr-Flowers,	2006),	choice	of	degree	program	(Nielsen,	2004),	music	learning	(Ritchie	&	Williamon,	2011),	and	instrumental	performance	(Hendricks,	2014;	Hendricks,	Smith,	&	Legutki,	2016;	Hewitt,	2015).	Self-efficacy	has	been	found	to	be	a	primary	predictor	of	musical	performance	achievement	(McCormick	&	McPherson,	2003;	McPherson	&	McCormick,	2006;	Zelenak,	2011),	improvisation	achievement	(Ciorba,	2009;	Davison,	2006;	Hirschorn,	2011;	Watson,	2010),	the	decision	to	major	in	music	in	college	(Royo,	2014),	and	teaching	effectiveness	amongst	pre-service	string	teachers	(Barnes,	1998).		Regarding	self-efficacy	and	gender	in	music,	research	suggests	in	general	that	
27	
 
females	display	lower	levels	of	self-efficacy	than	males,	particularly	when	competition	was	a	factor	in	the	activity	(Hendricks,	2014;	Hendricks,	Smith,	&	Legutki,	2016).	However,	in	some	cases	self-efficacy	beliefs	amongst	females	come	to	match	that	of	males	after	a	period	of	enactive	mastery	experience	(Hendricks,	2014),	or	even	exceed	it	in	certain	contexts	(Hewitt,	2015;	Nielsen,	2004;	Ritchie	&	Williamon,	2011).	For	example,	Nielsen	(2004)	discovered	that	females	enrolled	in	music	education	programs	reported	higher	self-efficacy	beliefs	than	males,	while	the	reverse	was	true	for	students	enrolled	in	performance	or	church	music	programs.	In	contrast,	Ritchie	and	Williamon	(2011)	found	that	amongst	primary	aged	students,	girls	reported	significantly	higher	self-efficacy	beliefs	for	music	performance	than	boys.	Hewitt	(2015)	found	that	amongst	middle	school	aged	band	students,	males	were	more	likely	than	girls	to	overrate	their	self-efficacy	compared	to	actual	performance,	but	these	gender	differences	were	reversed	at	the	high	school	level.		 Based	on	the	research,	in	music	education	as	well	as	other	disciplines,	mastery	experiences	can	typically	be	considered	the	strongest	source	of	self-efficacy	beliefs,	followed	by	vicarious	experiences	(Bandura,	1997;	Hendricks,	2016;	Usher	&	Pajares,	2008).	However,	the	mediating	factors	of	gender,	ethnicity,	culture,	and	domain	can	significantly	alter	the	ways	in	which	self-efficacy	beliefs	are	developed	and	expressed.	This	variability	and	difficulty	of	measurement	might	be	even	more	acute	in	music	education,	where	multiple	skills	and	are	utilized	simultaneously	in	performance	(Zelenak,	2011).			 Other	research	on	self-efficacy	in	music	education	has	focused	on	student	
28	
 
self-efficacy	towards	a	specific	task,	and	has	reinforced	mastery	experiences	as	being	the	most	powerful	determinant	of	self-efficacy	for	a	variety	of	tasks	and	situations,	including	performance	anxiety	(Mansberger,	1988;	Petrovich,	1989;	Sinden,	1999;	see	also	McGrath,	Hendricks,	&	Smith,	2017),	vocal	ability	(Moss-Long,	2016),	piano	playing	ability	(Moore,	2012),	compositional	ability	(Hauser,	2012;	Randles,	2006),	instrumental	performance	ability	(Hendricks,	2014;	Martin,	2012;	Zelenak,	2011),	and	student	retention	within	a	music	program	(Klinedinst,	1989;	Sandene,	1997;	Stewart,	2002).	Other	research	has	focused	instead	on	the	effect	of	self-efficacy	on	various	behaviors.			 Self-efficacy	and	improvisation.	The	research	on	self-efficacy	towards	musical	improvisation	is	even	more	limited,	and	is	also	focused	on	student	and	performer	self-efficacy.	The	research	has	also	tended	to	focus	exclusively	on	the	effects	of	various	instructional	methods	on	both	achievement	and	self-efficacy	as	it	relates	to	improvisation	(Davison,	2010;	Watson,	2010).	These	studies	find	that	a	certain	instructional	method	develops	both	skills	and	self-efficacy	in	students	better	than	another,	but	any	method	involves	vicarious	and	mastery	experiences	for	the	students,	so	these	studies	are	less	useful	in	determining	the	specific	role	of	self-efficacy	in	decisions	about	whether	to	improvise.	Ciorba	(2009)	attempted	to	measure	the	effect	of	a	number	of	factors	on	jazz	improvisation	achievement,	and	found	that	self-efficacy	had	a	direct	effect	on	motivation	and	jazz	theory	knowledge,	and	a	large,	if	indirect	effect,	on	improvisation	achievement.	Other	researchers	have	recently	attempted	to	understand	the	role	of	self-efficacy	in	the	experiences	of	
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collegiate	musicians	learning	to	improvise	(Snell	&	Azzara,	2015).	Participants	in	this	study	(four	collegiate	musicians)	were	enrolled	in	a	seven-week	improvisation	course.	None	of	the	participants	reported	any	meaningful	experiences	(mastery	experiences)	prior	to	this	course,	and	all	stressed	the	importance	of	overcoming	the	fear	of	improvisation	and	finding	ways	to	improvise	on	a	more	regular	basis.	This	study	confirms	other	research	that	indicates	that	students	are	not	being	given	the	chance	to	improvise	in	their	school	music	making,	and	also	indicates	that	lack	of	self-efficacy	is	a	primary	deterrent	to	students	attempting	improvisation.			 In	a	wide-ranging	study,	Blockland	(2014)	examined	the	practices	and	attitudes	of	string	teachers	in	Maryland	and	Virginia	regarding	improvisation.	Findings	included	the	fact	that	the	majority	(64%)	of	string	teachers	surveyed	do	not	teach	improvisation	in	any	form,	even	though	62%	agreed	that	improvisation	is	an	essential	skill	for	string	players.	This	cognitive	dissonance	can	partly	be	explained	by	participants’	familiar	reasons	for	not	teaching	improvisation:	They	lack	the	time,	training,	and	resources	to	do	so.	Further,	these	participants	also	claimed	that	their	students	lacked	the	theoretical	foundation	and	technique	necessary	to	improvise,	and	finally	that	the	constraints	of	string	repertoire	made	improvising	too	difficult.	The	author	concluded	that	there	is	a	strong,	direct	link	between	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	and	teachers’	decisions	to	teach	it.	
Improvisation	in	Early	Childhood	and	Childhood	Some	of	the	early	improvisation	research	examined	young	children’s	improvisatory	behavior	specifically	how	those	behaviors	evolved	and	developed	as	
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children	matured	(Brophy,	2002;	Flohr,	1979;	Kratus,	1989;	Moorhead	&	Pond,	1978;	Ott,	1996;	Paananen,	2006;	Reinhardt,	1990).	While	the	emphasis	of	each	study	differed,	the	authors	agreed	that	children	are	capable	of	improvisatory	behavior,	and	that	this	music	behavior	becomes	more	complex	and	sophisticated	with	age.	Moorhead	and	Pond	(1978)	found	that	with	guidance	and	practice,	children	were	able	to	improvise	simple	tonal	and	rhythmic	patterns.	Additionally,	the	children’s	initial	improvisations	mainly	involved	somewhat	disorganized	explorations	of	tone	and	timbre,	but	eventually	evolved	into	improvised	asymmetrical	patterns	along	with	a	steady	beat.	Reinhardt	(1990)	and	Paananen	(2006)	agreed	with	Moorhead	and	Pond	(1978)	that	children’s	improvisations	grew	more	sophisticated	with	age,	primarily	with	a	greater	variety	of	rhythmic	patterns.	Brophy	(2002)	found	that	age	was	a	significant	factor	in	both	rhythmic	and	structural	characteristics	found	in	children’s	improvisations.	Flohr	(1979)	found	that	as	children	age,	musical	cohesiveness	and	organization	increase	during	improvisations	and	children	are	able	to	focus	on	a	single	instrument	for	longer	periods	of	time.	Still,	Flohr	found	that	young	children	are	able	to	form	musical	ideas	from	both	musical	and	verbal	stimuli.	Children’s	motor	skills	seemed	to	be	a	main	factor	that	accounts	for	developmental	differences	in	children’s	improvisations	(Brophy,	2002;	Ott,	1996).	For	example,	the	ability	to	handle	instruments	and	play	the	correct	keys	on	mallet	percussion	led	to	more	sophisticated	improvisations.		 In	addition	to	motor	skills,	cognitive	factors	may	also	play	a	role	in	the	development	of	children’s	improvisational	ability.	Kanellopoulos	(1999,	2007)	
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sought	to	understand	children’s	conception	of	their	own	music	making	through	discussions	of	their	own	improvisation.	Through	conversations	and	music	making	with	eight-year-olds,	he	found	that	interpretation	and	meaning-making	were	at	the	center	of	their	musical	experiences.	These	children’s	music	making	demonstrated	a	clear	orientation	towards	communication;	their	improvisation	was	open-ended,	self-determined,	at	various	times	both	structured	and	loose.	Further,	improvisation	was	found	to	be	a	valuable	means	of	reflection,	thoughtfulness,	and	dialogue	for	young	musicians.			 The	literature	suggests	that	improvisation	is	a	more	appropriate	activity	for	early	childhood	than	other	activities	such	as	composition.	Kratus	(1989)	studied	the	compositional	processes	used	by	children	aged	7–12	in	a	classroom	and	gauged	the	amount	of	time	spent	by	each	age	group	on	the	following	activities:	exploration,	development,	repetition,	and	silence.	He	found	that	older	students	spent	more	time	on	the	compositional	processes	of	development	and	repetition,	while	younger	students	(7–8	year	olds)	spent	most	of	their	time	on	exploration.	Kratus	further	concluded	that	improvisation	is	a	more	suitable	activity	than	composition	for	younger	children.	The	older	children	were	able	to	focus	for	longer	periods	of	time	on	a	single	idea,	remember	the	idea,	and	also	think	abstractly	about	how	to	develop	the	idea.	While	these	skills,	more	characteristic	of	late	childhood,	are	also	used	in	improvisation,	exploration	is	more	closely	associated	with	improvisatory	behavior	and	thus	more	appropriate	than	composition	for	children	in	early	childhood.			Research	on	improvisation	in	later	childhood	similarly	indicates	the	ability	of	
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children	aged	8–12	to	meaningfully	engage	in	improvisatory	behavior.	Beegle	(2010)	studied	sixteen	fifth-grade	children’s	improvisational	behaviors	in	response	to	three	different	prompts:	a	poem,	painting,	and	a	musical	composition.	Utilizing	observation,	field	notes,	and	interviews,	she	found	that:	(a)	children	developed	a	consistent	planning	process	for	their	improvisations,	(b)	children’s	improvisations	differed	based	on	the	prompts,	and	(c)	children	developed	strategies	such	as	imitation	and	memorization	to	aid	in	their	improvisations.		These	findings	suggest	that	children	are	capable	of	engaging	in	improvisatory	behavior	in	meaningful	and	deep	ways	that	go	beyond	simply	unstructured	play.	Further,	the	fact	that,	according	to	Beegle’s	findings,	children	are	able	to	make	decisions	and	develop	strategies	around	their	improvisation	and	that	improvisation	differed	based	on	the	prompt,	indicates	that	improvisation	causes	children	to	think	critically	and	exercise	ways	of	learning	and	knowing	that	may	not	be	available	in	other,	more	teacher-centered	forms	of	music	making.		Studies	of	children’s	improvisation	indicate	that	children	as	young	as	three	years	old	engage	in	improvisatory	behavior,	and	children’s	improvisations	increase	in	complexity	and	sophistication	in	systematic	and	consistent	ways	as	children	develop.	Further,	improvisation	is	a	meaningful	and	appropriate	activity	for	both	young	children	and	children	entering	pre-adolescence.	These	findings	suggest	that	music	teachers	need	not	wait	until	a	“magic	age”	to	start	using	improvisation	in	their	classrooms,	but	rather	it	would	be	a	worthwhile	activity	for	children	of	any	age.		
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The	Presence	or	Lack	of	Improvisation	in	American	Schools			 In	addition	to	evidence	that	young	children	can	improvise,	thereby	debunking	the	notion	that	improvising	is	a	unique	ability	for	a	select	few,	research	shows	that	improvisation	instruction	in	the	music	classroom	has	positive	benefits	for	children.	These	benefits	include	musical	and	non-musical	categories.	Unfortunately,	despite	the	evidence	of	these	benefits,	other	research	demonstrates	that	improvisation	is	not	widely	included	in	American	music	classrooms.	
	 Benefits	of	improvisation.	First,	in	studies	of	students	in	elementary,	secondary,	and	tertiary	schools,	researchers	found	that	improvisation	contributes	to	a	student’s	overall	musicianship	(Azzara,	1992;	Coy,	1989;	McPherson,	1993;	Montano,	1983;	Wilson,	1970).		Azzara	(1992)	found	that	improvisation	study	significantly	increased	the	musical	achievement	of	fifth-grade	instrumentalists	as	measured	by	student	performances	on	prepared	etudes.	Wilson	(1970)	studied	high	school	instrumentalists	and	yielded	similar	results.	Specifically,	students	who	received	improvisation	instruction	demonstrated	greater	improvement	in	aural	recognition	of	melodic	elements,	aural	recognition	of	rhythmic	elements,	and	sight-reading	skills.	Montano	(1983)	found	that	improvisation	instruction	yielded	significant	gains	in	rhythmic	accuracy	during	sight-reading	by	undergraduate	beginning	piano	students.	Coy	(1989)	studied	middle	school	band	students	and	found	that	improvisation	instruction	had	significant	positive	impact	on	rhythmic	accuracy	as	measured	by	a	rhythm	test.	McPherson	(1993)	found	that	improvisational	ability	reinforces	other	musical	skills,	such	as	sight	reading,	playing	
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from	memory,	and	playing	by	ear.			 Other	scholars	have	noted	the	similarities	between	music	learning	and	language	acquisition	(Burton,	2011;	Reynolds,	Long,	&	Valerio,	2007).	These	scholars	indicate	that	improvisation	is	related	to	how	children	learn	language,	and	improvising	can	dramatically	improve	music	literacy.	Collectively,	these	findings	suggest	that	improvisation	instruction	has	the	potential	to	enhance	a	wide	variety	of	musical	behaviors	and	traits	in	students	that	teachers	value	highly	in	traditional	music	programs	including	sight-reading,	musical	expression,	rhythmic	accuracy,	and	aural	skills.			 In	addition	to	improving	overall	musicianship,	improvisation	instruction	has	non-musical	benefits	to	students	as	well	(Allen,	2010;	Alibrio,	1988;	Burnsed,	1978;	Burton,	2011;	Reynolds,	Long,	&	Valerio,	2007;	Sessions,	1980).	Allen	(2010)	found	that	among	elementary,	middle	school,	and	high	school	piano	students,	experience	with	improvisation	made	them	more	comfortable	performing	in	front	of	others,	and	generally	lowered	their	performance	anxiety.	These	results	were	especially	true	for	high	school	students.	Both	Alibrio	(1988)	and	Burnsed	(1978)	found	that	including	improvisation	instruction	in	middle	school	band	lessons	improved	student	attitudes	towards	band	and	could	potentially	lower	attrition	in	a	band	program.	At	the	college	level,	including	jazz	excerpts	and	improvisation	exercises	in	a	music	fundamentals	course	led	to	better	student	attitudes	towards	both	the	excerpts	played	and	music	in	general	(Sessions,	1980).	The	research	clearly	indicates	both	the	musical	and	extra-musical	benefits	of	improvisation	for	students	of	different	ages	in	a	variety	of	
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contexts.	
	 Lack	of	inclusion	in	the	music	classroom.	Despite	the	evidence	that	improvisation	is	accessible	to	all	children,	and	that	improvisation	instruction	provides	real	benefits	to	children,	research	suggests	that	improvisation	is	largely	missing	from	American	music	education.	Researchers	who	have	identified	a	lack	of	improvisation	in	schools	suggest	that	American	schools	put	more	effort	towards	including	it	in	their	curricula	(Bailey,	1992;	Benson,	2003;	Hargreaves,	1999;	Higgins	and	Mantie,	2013;	Task	Force	on	the	Undergraduate	Music	Major,	2014).	The	amount	of	time	and	energy	that	should	be	devoted	to	improvisatory	activities	is	an	open	question,	and	the	diversity	of	musical	offerings	in	many	schools	further	complicates	the	answer.	For	example,	should	a	high	school	orchestra	improvise	the	same	amount	as	a	middle	school	chorus?			 While	not	offering	specifics	for	how	to	do	so,	many	scholars	have	called	for	improvisation	to	be	a	central	facet	of	music	programs.	Hargreaves	(1999)	called	for	a	situation	where	“improvisational	thinking	is	a	central	source	of	everyday	creativity”	(p.	30).	But	what	does	this	mean?	Does	it	mean	that	students	spend	part	of	every	music	lesson	improvising?	If	so,	how	much	of	each	lesson?	It	seems	counterproductive	to	state	strict	expectations	in	these	areas,	as	the	demands	and	resources	of	every	teacher	are	unique.	Still,	it	is	useful	to	recognize	the	possibilities	for	improvisation	and	improvisational	thinking	in	the	music	classroom.	Improvisation	may	be	best	used,	suggested	Benson	(2003),	as	a	bridge	between	the	“binary	opposition	of	composition	and	performance”	(p.	24).	In	other	words,	
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thinking	in	musical	sounds	through	improvisation	allows	students	and	teachers	to	both	honor	a	composer’s	intentions	and	create	a	performance	that	is	unique	and	personal.	Teachers	might	also	consider	less	focus	on	transmission	of	technical	musical	ability,	and	through	improvisation	seek	to	instill	confidence	in	students	to	attempt	tasks	even	before	they	know	exactly	how	to	do	them.	Bailey	(1992)	highlighted	a	teacher	who	does	just	such	a	thing,	and	trusts	that	students	“will	learn,	with	some	guidance,	from	the	attempted	playing	experience”	(p.	121).	Recently,	a	Task	Force	on	the	Undergraduate	Music	Major	(2014)	published	a	manifesto	encouraging	a	move	away	from	conventional	courses	and	activities	towards	more	creativity-focused	activities,	including	improvisation.		 	Despite	this,	studies	within	the	United	States,	and	at	levels	ranging	from	elementary	to	post-secondary,	reveal	that	improvisation	is	not	common	practice	in	most	music	education	settings.	Much	of	the	research	relates	to	the	1994	MENC	(now	NAfME)	National	Standards.	Skube	(2002)	surveyed	secondary	band	directors	in	Michigan	and	found	that	standards	three	and	four	(improvisation	and	composition	respectively)	were	included	the	least	in	the	curriculum.	In	a	survey	of	teachers	from	eight	different	states,	Abeles	and	Horowitz	(1999)	found	that	improvisation,	along	with	five	of	the	other	nine	standards,	comprised	less	than	7%	of	instructional	time	combined.	In	California,	a	survey	of	string	teachers	(Riveire,	1997)	revealed	that	inclusion	of	improvisation	was	low,	with	25%	of	respondents	indicating	that	they	included	it	to	some	degree	in	string	classrooms.	Zitek	(2008)	surveyed	146	high	school	band	directors	in	Nebraska	regarding	their	use	of	class	time	in	relation	to	the	
37	
 
nine	music	content	standards.	Results	indicated	that	improvisation	and	composition	were	the	least	practiced	of	the	nine	standards.	Orman	(2002)	videotaped	thirty	elementary	music	specialists’	lessons	in	grades	one	through	six	to	measure	the	amount	of	class	time	spent	on	each	standard.	Improvisation	was	given	the	third	least	amount	of	time	(3.09%),	ahead	of	only	“evaluating	music”	and	“composing/arranging.”	When	disaggregated	by	grade	level,	all	improvisation	instruction	occurred	in	grades	one	through	three,	with	no	time	spent	on	improvisation	in	the	upper	grades.	Schmidt,	et	al.	(2006)	conducted	a	large-scale	study	of	Indiana	public	school	music	curricula,	and	found	that	a	random	sample	of	200	elementary	general	music	teachers	spent	less	than	7%	of	instructional	time	on	improvisation	and	composition	activities.	Across	the	border	in	Ohio,	Frego	and	Baltagi	(2006)	surveyed	59	teachers	to	determine	the	types	of	improvisation	that	occur	in	the	elementary	general	music	classroom.	They	found	that	only	10%	of	elementary	general	music	specialists	teach	improvisation.	Finally,	Wilson	(2003)	studied	changes	to	high	school	instrumental	and	choral	programs	in	Missouri	as	a	result	of	the	publication	of	the	standards.	Wilson	(2003)	found	that	nearly	half	of	teachers	had	made	no	changes	to	their	teaching	since	the	publication	of	the	standards,	and	of	those	that	had	made	changes,	improvisation	and	composition	received	the	least	attention.			One	study	(Whitcomb,	2005)	did	provide	results	that	seemingly	contradict	the	consensus.	In	a	survey	of	144	elementary	general	music	teachers	in	Illinois,	87%	reported	including	improvisation	activities	in	their	classrooms.	In	total,	281	
38	
 
questionnaires	were	sent,	and	of	the	144	that	were	returned,	63%	of	respondents	reported	improvising	on	their	own	for	enjoyment.	This	finding	suggests	a	likely	possibility	of	selection	bias	in	the	data.	Further,	of	the	respondents	who	did	include	improvisation,	40%	included	less	than	once	over	10	lessons,	and	in	a	list	of	musical	activities,	improvisation	was	given	the	second	least	amount	of	curricular	time,	ahead	of	only	composing	and	arranging.			 The	available	evidence	is	strong	that	improvisation	is	not	widely	included	in	most	music	classrooms,	especially	at	the	secondary	level,	despite	the	clear	evidence	that	improvisation	offers	tremendous	benefits	to	students.	This	evidence	leads	to	a	logical	question:	Why	is	improvisation	not	more	present	in	American	music	education?			
Teacher	Attitudes	Towards	Improvisation		 The	answer	to	why	improvisation	is	not	included	more	consistently	is	likely	complex.	Some	scholars,	including	Rodriguez	(2004),	have	argued	that	American	music	education	has	historically	been	focused	on	European	art	music,	which	values	the	reading	of	notation	and	large	group	performance	above	all	else.	Activities	that	run	counter	to	those	ideals	are	often	diminished	and	neglected.	Additionally,	I	would	argue	that	a	competitive	culture	in	which	the	quality	of	music	programs	is	judged	by	festival	ratings	and	performance	at	competitions	eliminates	time	and	energy	for	any	musical	activity	not	perceived	as	contributing	towards	music	reading	and	performing	goals.	This	competitiveness	and	desire	for	awards	and	recognition	is	only	exacerbated	by	the	current	state	of	education	in	general,	in	which	music	
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must	fight	to	assert	its	place	in	the	core	academic	curriculum.	Often,	awards	at	festivals	and	competitions	and	other	product-oriented	activities	are	effective	“selling	points”	for	maintaining	a	music	program,	while	process-oriented	activities	such	as	improvisation	are	not	considered	viable	means	to	that	same	end.	The	available	research	on	why	improvisation	is	not	a	common	activity	in	music	education	indicates	another,	more	fundamental	factor:	Teachers	have	a	perceived	lack	of	preparation	and	ability	to	teach	improvisation	(Bell,	2003;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Brophy,	2002;	Byo,	1999;	Forsythe,	Kinney,	&	Braun,	2007;	Froseth,	1996;	Kirkland,	1996;	Madura	Ward-Steinman,	2007;	Riveire,	1997).	Byo	(1999)	surveyed	elementary	music	specialists	and	generalist	teachers	about	their	perceived	ability	to	implement	each	of	the	nine	standards.	She	found	that,	overall,	music	specialists	felt	prepared	and	able	to	teach	all	nine	standards,	but	improvisation	scored	the	lowest	of	the	nine	in	each	category.	Teachers	felt	the	least	interest,	the	least	prepared	or	trained,	the	least	responsibility,	and	most	lacking	in	time	to	teach	improvisation	compared	to	every	other	standard.	However,	Byo’s	study	occurred	shortly	after	the	standards	were	implemented,	and	many	thought	that	the	standards	would	prompt	more	comfort	with	teaching	improvisation.		In	Brophy’s	(2002)	study,	the	author	examined	the	undergraduate	training	of	music	teachers	in	relation	to	the	standards.	Brophy	(2002)	surveyed	in-service	music	teachers	regarding	their	undergraduate	music	education	training.		When	considering	their	preparedness	to	teach	the	standards,	teachers	felt	the	least	prepared	to	teach	improvisation	and	composition.	Forsythe,	Kinney,	and	Braun	
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(2007)	surveyed	music	teacher	educators	and	pre-service	music	educators	to	rate	thirty-eight	“competencies”	specified	as	important	in	the	National	Association	of	Schools	of	Music	(NASM)	handbook	(2002–03).	Each	competency	was	rated	on	its	importance	and	“learnability”	for	pre-service	teachers.	Both	teachers	and	students	rated	improvising/composing	as	the	second	least	important	of	the	thirty-eight	competencies,	and	students	rated	improvisation	as	the	least	learnable	competency.	In	addition	to	the	perception	that	creating	music—improvising	and	composing—is	less	important,	teachers	and	students	perceive	these	two	skills	as	difficult	to	learn.	A	perception	that	creating	music	is	difficult	to	learn	may	present	an	additional	barrier	to	quality	instruction	in	improvisation.	In	addition	to	being	difficult	to	learn,	many	teachers	perceive	that	improvisation	is	difficult	to	teach.	Bell	(2003)	surveyed	fourteen	in-service	teachers	in	the	New	York	metropolitan	area	who	had	enrolled	in	a	graduate	class	focusing	on	the	nine	standards.	Only	three	of	the	fourteen	reported	specific	changes	in	their	teaching	due	to	the	standards,	and	they	indicated	that	improvisation	along	with	singing	alone	were	the	most	difficult	standards	to	incorporate.		Riveire	(1997)	found	that	attitudes	towards	improvisation	among	California	string	teachers	were	generally	positive,	but	confidence	in	teaching	it	was	low.	Further,	there	was	a	correlation	between	high	rankings	of	attitude	and	self-confidence	towards	improvisation	and	its	inclusion	in	the	classroom.	This	perception	of	difficulty	could	be	largely	due	to	the	perceived	lack	of	preparation	to	teach	improvisation.			Closely	related	to	the	issue	of	improvisation	being	too	difficult	is	that	
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teachers	also	feel	unprepared	to	teach	it.	Kirkland	(1996)	surveyed	both	university	music	faculty	and	K–12	in-service	music	teachers	in	South	Carolina	as	to	their	undergraduate	preparation	for	implementing	the	nine	standards.	Both	groups	agreed	that	preparation	for	teaching	improvising,	composing,	and	integrating	music	with	other	disciplines	were	the	weakest.	Bernhard	and	Stringham	(2016)	surveyed	397	music	majors	on	their	ability	to	teach	improvisation	as	it	relates	to	the	new	national	standards.	Overall,	the	respondents	had	“slight”	to	“moderate”	confidence	in	their	ability	to	teach	improvisation,	but	their	sense	of	confidence	decreased	as	the	proposed	grade	level	for	instruction	increased.	Conversely,	the	same	respondents	reported	“moderate”	to	“great	interest”	in	learning	more	about	how	to	teach	improvisation.	Additionally,	Froseth	(1996)	surveyed	both	graduate	students	with	teaching	experience	as	well	as	undergraduates	regarding	their	preparedness	to	implement	the	nine	standards.	Generally	speaking,	graduate	students	either	“somewhat	disagreed”	or	“strongly	disagreed”	that	they	were	prepared	to	implement	the	standards	of	improvising,	composing,	or	integrating	music	with	other	disciplines.	Undergraduates	felt	the	least	prepared	to	implement	improvisation	and	composition.	These	students	were	enrolled	in	training	in	each	of	the	standards,	after	which	there	was	a	25%	increase	in	perceived	preparedness	to	teach	improvisation.	This	last	finding,	that	instruction	in	the	standards	increases	one’s	perceived	ability	to	teach	it,	is	both	intuitive	and	important.			The	findings	of	Madura	Ward-Steinman	(2007)	further	support	this	idea.	She	conducted	a	two-part	study,	in	which	she	first	surveyed	in-service	vocal	teachers	at	
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a	vocal	jazz	workshop	on	their	ability	to	improvise,	confidence	in	teaching	improvisation,	and	interest	in	learning	more	about	improvisation.	Confidence	in	teaching	improvisation,	as	specified	by	standard	three,	declined	significantly	from	the	elementary	to	high	school	standards,	and	participants	rated	their	own	ability	to	improvise	“quite	low.”	In	the	second	part	of	the	study,	she	enrolled	thirteen	undergrad	music	education	majors	in	an	intensive	vocal	jazz	course	that	included	improvisation	instruction.	A	significant	difference	in	confidence	for	teaching	improvisation	was	found	after	completion	of	the	course.			 The	findings	of	Froseth	(1996)	and	Madura	Ward-Steinman	(2007)	are	particularly	relevant	to	the	present	study.	Both	reported	that	instruction	in	improvisation,	even	for	a	short	time,	can	have	a	significant	positive	impact	on	a	teacher’s	perceived	ability	to	teach	improvisation.	The	available	research	illuminates	that	improvisation	is	not	included	in	the	classroom	in	any	consistent,	substantial	way,	and	that	teachers	generally	feel	unprepared	and	unable	to	teach	it.	These	three	findings—that	improvisation	is	not	included	in	most	music	classes,	that	teachers	feel	unprepared	and	unable	to	teach	it,	and	that	even	brief	instruction	in	improvisation	can	have	a	positive	impact	on	a	teacher’s	perceived	ability,	or	self-efficacy,	towards	improvisation	instruction—suggest	that	most	in-service	music	teachers	have	not	had	instruction	or	experience	in	improvisation	and	are	not	engaging	in	improvisatory	activities	in	their	own	music	making	or	in	their	classrooms.	Some	of	the	research	also	indicates	that	improvisation	is	considered	difficult	to	learn,	and	that	other	skills	are	considered	more	important.	The	lack	of	
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training	in	improvisation	is	a	likely	cause	for	these	attitudes	as	well,	considering	instruction	in	this	area	raised	teachers’	confidence	in	their	ability	and	likelihood	to	teach	it,	indicating	that	a	lack	of	understanding	of	both	its	value	and	learnability.		 The	lack	of	training	and	teaching	improvisation	is	not	common	to	all	countries’	music	education	systems.	Koutsoupidou	(2005)	surveyed	teachers	in	English	primary	music	classrooms	and	found	that	81%	used	improvisation	in	their	teaching,	with	76%	of	those	doing	so	on	their	own	initiative.	Madura	Ward-Steinman	(2014)	surveyed	thirty	vocal	improviser-educators,	fifteen	each	from	Australia	and	the	United	States.	These	thirty	teachers	were	surveyed	for	musical	background,	influences,	pedagogical	views,	and	were	given	the	Meyers-Briggs	Type	Indicator	(MBTI)	to	assess	personality	traits.	These	educators,	in	their	professional	lives,	were	all	improvisers	as	well	as	teachers,	but	even	with	that	commonality,	the	Australian	teachers	practiced	improvisation,	sang	in	non-jazz	improvising	ensembles,	and	listened	to	world	music	significantly	more	than	the	American	teachers.	Finally,	Randles	and	Smith	(2012)	surveyed	159	undergraduate	pre-service	music	teachers	from	nine	different	universities	in	the	United	States	and	52	similar	students	from	eight	universities	in	England.	They	asked	the	students	questions	relating	to	composing	and	improvising	among	other	creativity-focused	topics.	English	respondents	reported	being	more	comfortable	teaching	composition,	and	reported	being	more	likely	to	teach	composing	and	improvising	when	they	get	a	job	as	a	music	teacher.		Further,	the	English	students	felt	more	comfortable	teaching	someone	to	improvise	on	their	primary	instrument.	
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	 The	various	reasons	for	differences	in	attitudes	towards	improvisation	and	composition	between	English	and	American	teachers	are	likely	wide-ranging,	and	too	broad	for	the	purposes	of	this	study,	not	to	mention	differences	with	other	countries	with	robust	music	education	communities.	One	clear	factor	regarding	the	lack	of	inclusion	in	the	United	States,	however,	is	the	lack	of	improvisation	training	in	pre-service	teacher	education	programs.		
Improvisation	in	Post-Secondary	Music	Education	Preparation		 There	is	substantial	research	of	the	curriculum	and	preparation	of	pre-service	music	teachers	in	teacher	education	programs	in	a	number	of	states.		A	large	nationwide	survey,	another	conducted	in	the	North	Central	United	States,	as	well	as	seven	studies	focusing	on	six	states	from	around	the	country,	provide	strong	evidence	that	improvisation	is	not	a	common	activity	in	music	teacher	education	programs	(Balfour,	1988;	Hinkle,	1977;	Jones,	2005;	Knox,	1996;	Marks,	1994;	Shires,	1990;	Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock,	2015;	Thomas,	1980;	Wiggins,	1997;	Wollenzien,	1999).	The	majority	of	these	studies	report	on	the	presence	of	jazz	improvisation	in	music	teacher	education	programs.	As	stated	previously,	there	seems	to	be	a	pervasive	attitude	in	music	education	that	jazz	is	the	primary,	maybe	even	the	only,	setting	where	improvisation	is	relevant	and	appropriate.	Even	then,	jazz	improvisation	instruction	is	lacking	in	many	cases,	and	even	if	students	are	offered	instruction	in	this	area,	it	is	entirely	unclear	if	there	is	any	encouragement	or	instruction	in	using	improvisation	in	band	and	orchestra	settings	as	well.	 Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock	(2015)	surveyed	321	instructors	of	
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undergraduate	instrumental	methods	courses	on	their	attitudes	towards	and	inclusion	of	the	various	NAfME	standards	in	their	curricula.	Participants	prioritized	improvisation	the	lowest	of	all	of	the	standards	except	for	singing.	Eight	participants	gave	follow-up	interviews,	in	which	they	indicated	that	a	lack	of	time	and	a	lack	of	personal	preparation	were	primary	reasons	for	the	low	priority	given	to	improvisation	in	their	courses.	These	reasons	directly	parallel	those	given	by	K–12	music	teachers	on	the	same	subject.			 Wollenzien	(1999)	surveyed	National	Association	of	Schools	of	Music	(NASM)	member	schools	in	the	North	Central	division	of	MENC	(now	NAfME)	on	their	curricular	offerings	and	requirements	for	music	education	majors.		Specifically,	NASM-accredited	schools	were	surveyed	on	76	curriculum	topics	that	addressed	whether	each	topic	was	offered,	who	was	required	to	take	it,	and	how	much	time	it	was	given	in	the	curriculum.	Of	the	47	schools	that	responded,	21	of	them	(45%)	required	“jazz	improvisation”	for	at	least	some	of	their	music	education	undergraduates,	but	only	eight	of	the	47	(17%)	required	it	for	all	music	education	undergraduates.	Further,	only	19	of	the	47	schools	offered	“jazz	improvisation”	as	a	full,	separate	course.	Perhaps	more	encouragingly,	28	of	the	schools	required	vocal	and	general	music	education	majors	to	take	instruction	on	teaching	techniques	for	improvisation.	Still,	23	of	those	only	allotted	between	one	and	seven	total	class	periods	to	the	subject.				 Unfortunately,	state-specific	studies	yielded	less	positive	results.	These	studies	tended	to	focus	on	jazz-oriented	curriculum.	The	first	such	study	surveyed	
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36	colleges	on	their	jazz	offerings	and	found	that	72%	offered	at	least	one	course	in	jazz,	but	only	one	required	jazz	studies	for	all	music	majors	(Hinkle,	1977).		Jones	(2005)	gathered	data	from	music	education	programs	at	Oklahoma	universities	and	colleges	that	offer	jazz	programs.	He	found	that	a	jazz	ensemble	was	the	only	jazz	course	offered	in	over	50%	of	Oklahoma	universities,	and	the	inclusion	of	jazz	education	in	both	elementary	and	secondary	schools	in	Oklahoma	was	sporadic	and	preparation	of	pre-service	teachers	was	negligible.	Somewhat	surprisingly,	a	majority	of	administrators	who	responded	to	the	survey	agreed	or	strongly	agreed	that	music	education	majors	should	be	required	to	take	at	least	one	course	in	jazz	studies,	but	they	cited	a	full	credit	load	as	to	why	more	jazz	was	not	added	to	the	curriculum.			Knox	(1996)	surveyed	245	secondary	band	and	choral	directors	in	Alabama	about	jazz	education	in	their	state.	A	majority	of	respondents	believed	jazz	training	should	be	prominent	in	high	school	music	programs	as	well	as	in	pre-service	teacher	education.	However,	in	a	survey	of	19	faculty	members	at	Alabama	universities,	Knox	(1996)	found	that	jazz	courses	were	sparse	at	the	college	level	and	there	were	no	jazz	courses	specifically	for	music	education	majors.	In	California,	Balfour	(1988)	studied	jazz	offerings	in	27	institutions	that	comprised	the	University	of	California	and	California	State	University	systems.	Jazz	offerings	were	plentiful	in	the	schools,	but	very	few	required	music	education	majors	to	take	any	sort	of	jazz	class.	Further,	89%	of	directors	of	jazz	studies	at	these	schools	felt	that	their	institutions	were	not	adequately	preparing	teachers	in	California	to	teach	jazz	
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oriented	classes.	Six	years	later,	Marks	(1994)	also	surveyed	27	California	institutions	that	offer	certification	in	music	education	in	the	state,	and	found	that	only	25%	required	a	course	in	jazz	methods	or	improvisation	for	music	education	undergraduates.			A	study	from	North	Carolina	yielded	further	troublesome	findings.	In	addition	to	finding	that	more	than	half	of	in-service	teachers	surveyed	felt	unprepared	to	teach	jazz,	Wiggins’	(1997)	analysis	of	survey	data	also	indicated	that	band	directors’	perceptions	about	their	own	ability	to	teach	jazz	were	influenced	by	major	and	minor	instrument	choices	during	undergraduate	studies,	as	well	as	participation	in	a	jazz	ensemble.	This	indicates	that	entire	instrument	groups,	most	likely	those	not	traditionally	found	in	a	jazz	band,	are	possibly	excluded	from	improvisation	and	jazz	training.	This	finding	is	more	evidence	for	the	supposition	that	improvisation	is	only	taught	in	the	jazz	idiom	and	not	considered	useful	outside	of	that	genre.		In	Mississippi,	Thomas	(1980)	surveyed	accredited	institutions	on	their	jazz	education	offerings.	He	surveyed	music	education	and	jazz	education	faculty.	Thomas	(1980)	found	that	91%	of	respondents	believed	that	jazz	deserves	a	place	in	public	school	music	programs,	but	only	64%	offered	any	courses	in	jazz	education,	and	only	43%	offered	jazz-related	courses	for	music	education	majors.	53%	of	responding	institutions	reported	a	belief	that	the	lack	of	jazz	instruction	in	Mississippi	public	schools	was	because	of	a	lack	of	training	in	jazz	at	the	undergraduate	level,	but	74%	stated	that	they	would	not	remove	any	classes	from	
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the	undergraduate	music	education	curriculum	in	order	to	make	room	for	more	jazz	education.				 The	literature	indicates	that	the	availability	of	jazz	and	improvisation	instruction	in	pre-service	music	education	programs	has	historically	been	lacking.	While	it	is	possible	that	jazz	education	offerings	have	increased—and	therefore	improvisation	instruction	with	it—since	the	publication	of	the	research	cited	above,	sufficient	recent	research	has	yet	to	be	done	on	this	topic.	Sarath	(2002)	agreed	with	this	assertion,	arguing	that	programs	are	packed	with	courses	focusing	on	analysis	and	performance	of	European	repertoire,	leaving	little	time	for	other	skills	such	as	composing	and	improvising.	He	also	claimed	that	the	marginalization	of	improvisation	in	the	curriculum	is	correlated	with	the	lack	of	improvisation	research.	It	is	difficult	to	say	whether	one	led	to	the	other,	but	it	is	clear	that	both	research	and	curricular	time	devoted	to	improvisation	is	lacking.	
The	Why:	Philosophical	Writings	
	 The	situation,	as	surmised	from	the	reviewed	research,	is	thus:		Children	are	able	to	improvise,	and	improvisation	instruction	is	beneficial	to	children’s	musical	development,	and	yet	improvisation	is	largely	absent	from	American	music	education.	What	the	research	to	this	point	has	not	explored	is	the	why:	Why	is	improvisation	appropriate,	valuable,	and	important	for	all	music	education	settings?		The	literature	suggests	two	fundamental	reasons	for	the	absence	of	improvisation	instruction:	Music	teachers	may	feel	unprepared	or	unable	to	teach	improvisation,	and	music	teachers	may	perceive	improvisation	as	difficult	to	learn.	
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The	research	that	most	teachers	receive	little	to	no	improvisation	instruction	in	their	post-secondary	music	teacher	training	further	exacerbates	this	latter	rationale.	Rodriguez	(2004)	argued	that	neglect	of	improvisation	at	all	levels	is	due	to	the	dominance	of	the	European	art	music	tradition	in	American	music	education,	with	its	ideals	of	literacy	and	notation	reading	at	the	expense	of	improvisation	and	creativity.	Taken	in	this	context,	improvisation’s	benefits	to	musicianship,	as	cited	above,	seem	to	carry	primarily	a	utilitarian	and	extrinsic	value.	In	other	words,	improvisation	is	only	worthwhile	in	so	far	as	it	assists	the	final	goal	of	music	literacy	(the	accurate	reading	and	performance	of	notated	music)	and	characteristic	performances	of	Western	classics.	This	is	a	needlessly	narrow	focus,	and	improvisation	can	have	a	deeper,	more	intrinsic	value	that	makes	it	a	worthwhile	pursuit	on	its	own	merits.	The	question	is,	what	are	those	merits?	Why	is	improvisation	intrinsically	important	and	valuable	in	music	education?		 Higgins	and	Mantie	(2013)	argued	that	improvisation	can	be	conceived	of	in	three	ways:	(a)	As	a	part	of	one’s	overall	musicianship,	(b)	as	an	aspect	of	a	cultural	musical	practice,	and	(c)	as	a	distinct	way	of	knowing	and	being,	developing	traits	like	“risk-taking,	reflexivity,	spontaneity,	exploration,	participation,	and	play”	(p.	39).	The	first	item,	overall	musicianship,	aligns	with	utilitarian	values.	The	second,	culture,	highlights	the	idea	that	improvisation	is	an	avenue	to	understanding	specific	musical	cultures	that	incorporate	it.	For	example,	learning	about	jazz	improvisation,	and	how	it	fits	into	the	practice	of	jazz	musicians,	is	crucial	to	a	full	understanding	of	the	jazz	idiom.	This	conception	imparts	great	value	to	
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improvisation	as	a	means	of	understanding	cultures	and	allowing	for	a	broader	and	richer	musical	experience.	Indeed,	as	Higgins	and	Mantie	(2013)	stated,	“to	improvise	is	to	participate	in	specific	musical	practices,	each	carrying	its	own	history,	traditions,	and	expectations”	(p.	40).	Learning	about	these	histories	and	traditions	is	a	worthwhile	pursuit.	It	renders,	however,	improvisation	essentially	utilitarian.	Improvisation	in	this	context	is	only	worthwhile	as	a	means	to	access	some	greater	thing—a	music	culture.			 The	third	conception	of	improvisation,	as	experience,	holds	to	be	of	the	greatest	potential	value	for	students.	Higgins	and	Mantie	argued	that	all	of	life	is	improvisatory—to	live	is	to	improvise	every	day.	Engaging	with	improvisation	gives	students	the	opportunity	to	take	risks,	to	explore,	to	be	spontaneous,	to	make	and	find	meaning,	and	to	play	in	the	truest	sense	of	the	word.		 This	conception	of	improvisation	as	experience	that	has	inherent	value	is	both	noble	and	challenging.	Providing	and	teaching	improvisation	to	achieve	an	educational	objective	or	experience	presents	challenges	to	the	assessment	and	performance	goals	that	are	at	the	heart	of	most	music	education	programs.		Any	teacher	wishing	to	include	improvisation	in	instrumental	teaching	simply	for	the	valuable	experience	it	offers	must	overcome	the	product-focused	nature	of	most	music	education	in	America.	However,	I	assert	that	the	potential	benefits	outweigh	the	challenges,	and	our	schools	should	empower	teachers	to	break	from	some	established	norms	of	instrumental	music	instruction.		 Sawyer	(2001,	2006)	posited	the	idea	of	improvisation	as	an	experience	that	
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parallels	everyday	life.	Sawyer	(2001)	focused	on	theater	improvisation,	but	the	principles	may	aid	understanding	of	music	improvisation	as	well.	He	claimed	that	the	principles	of	improvisation—acceptance	of	others’	contributions	and	a	willingness	to	add	to	them,	and	not	pre-writing	a	script	in	one’s	head—are	qualities	that	are	needed	for	flourishing	in	many	social	settings.	In	improvisatory	theater,	the	process	is	every	bit	as	important	as	the	final	product—indeed,	the	process	is	the	product.	Sawyer	(2006)	identified	three	key	characteristics	of	group	creativity	including	improvisation,	collaboration,	and	emergence.	Any	creative	process	involving	a	group	requires	these	three	traits.	Creativity	in	an	instrumental	setting	can	also	be	unlocked	when	music	teachers	relinquish	a	measure	of	control	and	facilitate	these	three	traits.			 According	to	Kanellopoulos	(2007,	2007a),	teachers	relinquishing	of	control	is	a	crucial	and	valuable	effect	of	improvisation	in	the	music	classroom.	He	claimed	(2007)	that	all	music	education	is	“a	form	of…political	practice	insofar	as	it	creates	situations	where	specific	meanings	are	produced,	attitudes	built,	identities	shaped,	and	hierarchies	of	musical	and	social	values	constructed”	(p.	97).	In	most	music	education	settings,	the	teacher	directs	students’	attitude	building	and	identity	shaping	as	well	as	shaping	of	social	values.	Through	improvisation,	however,	the	teacher	can	“get	out	of	the	way”	and	allow	students	to	construct	these	identities	and	values	on	their	own.			 Teachers	may	find	this	uncomfortable	especially	if	they	prefer	a	more	structured	and	scripted	curriculum	in	their	classrooms.	Instead,	in	order	for	
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improvisation	to	become	a	“flourishing	practice,	teachers	need	to	resist	glorification	of	the	past,	to	be	prepared	to	follow	messy	pathways	of	present-tense	exploration,	and	to	trust	their	students’	potentials	to	enter	into	improvised	dialogues	from	the	beginning.	Teachers	need	to	become	comfortable	functioning	as	co-musicians	rather	than	as	instructors,	learning	how	to	follow	students’	intentions	and	preserving	openness,	both	in	musical	actions	and	discussions”	(p.	100).		 	This	mindset	may	be	a	challenge	for	teachers,	and	self-efficacy	towards	this	kind	of	instruction	involves	much	more	than	technical	proficiency.	Embracing	this	attitude	and	ethos	in	the	classroom	would	likely	involve	an	adjustment	of	expectations	as	to	the	role	of	teacher	and	student.	Unfortunately,	even	teachers	who	embrace	this	conception	of	music	education	and	improvisation	remain	bound	by	assessment	product	demands	of	the	larger	academic	community.				 Embracing	a	collaborative	and	democratic	attitude	towards	music	education	through	improvisation	necessarily,	however,	does	not	eliminate	the	possibility	of	assessment,	nor	does	it	completely	negate	the	validity	of	performance	requirements	in	many	ensembles.	But	as	Benson	(2003)	argued,	even	these	performances	can	be	viewed	through	an	improvisatory	lens;	any	musical	performance	contains	improvisation.	He	rejected	the	notion	of	musical	works	containing	a	Platonic	ideal	(a	fixed,	essential	form	that	represents	the	ideal,	truest	form	of	the	work),	and	the	role	of	the	performer	as	simply	striving	to	reach	that	ideal.	Instead,	he	viewed	composers,	performers,	and	listeners	as	partners	in	a	musical	dialogue.	From	this	perspective,	a	performance	is	a	musical	conversation	in	which	no	single	party	has	
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complete	control.		 	This	distinction	is	very	important,	because	from	the	first	perspective,	that	of	compositions	as	“discrete,	autonomous	entities	that	stand	on	their	own”	(p.	6),	there	is	a	single	correct	interpretation,	and	the	music	teacher	is	the	sole	interpreter.	With	this	perspective,	the	teacher	makes	all	decisions	and	dictates	to	students.	Conversely	Benson	argued	that	performers	(and	the	audience)	are	equal	partners	in	the	production	of	a	musical	work,	and	the	decisions	about	this	production	are	improvisatory	in	nature.	Combining	this	conception	with	that	of	Kanellopoulos’	suggestion	to	relinquish	control	allows	for	a	democratic,	egalitarian	music	classroom	where	all	perspectives	are	considered	and	valued,	and	final	decisions	about	performances	are	made	collectively.	Specific	activities	in	improvisation	can	contribute	to	such	a	classroom	culture.	And	in	turn,	this	new,	democratic	classroom	culture	can	lead	to	a	richer,	deeper	musical	and	life	experience	for	students.	
Summary		 Research	indicates	that	children	are	able	to	engage	in	meaningful	improvisatory	behavior	from	a	young	age.	Further,	this	behavior	offers	numerous	benefits	to	children’s	musical	and	cognitive	development.	Despite	these	benefits,	there	is	a	clear	lack	of	inclusion	of	improvisation	in	American	music	education	classrooms,	especially	secondary	instrumental	settings	(excluding	jazz	band).	The	reasons	teachers	do	not	include	improvisation	in	their	teaching	are	varied,	but	the	primary	reason	seems	to	be	a	perceived	lack	of	ability	and	preparedness	to	teach	improvisation.	This	scarcity	of	self-efficacy	is	not	surprising,	when	one	considers	the	
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lack	of	availability	or	requirements	of	improvisation	training	for	pre-service	teachers	in	post-secondary	institutions.	Finally,	research	indicates	that	just	a	small	amount	of	preparation	in	improvisation	can	increase	teachers’	willingness	and	sense	of	preparedness	to	include	improvisation	in	their	teaching.		 Therefore,	there	is	a	need	for	further	understanding	of	the	role	of	self-efficacy	in	a	teacher’s	implementation	of	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	Further,	the	music	education	field	would	benefit	from	discovering	what	prompts	teachers	to	use	improvisation,	and	how	their	decision-making	can	be	instructive	to	others	who	may	wish	to	promote	greater	understanding	and	inclusion	of	improvisation	in	more	music	classrooms.	
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Chapter	Three:	Methods	
	
		 The	purpose	of	this	study	was	to	examine	the	role	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	plays	in	teacher	decisions	about	incorporation	of,	and	continuation	with,	musical	improvisation	activities	in	the	band	and	orchestra	classroom.	The	following	research	questions	guided	the	study:		 1.	What	role	does	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	instruction	play	in	a			 					teacher’s	initial	implementation	of	improvisation	behavior	in	an			 					instrumental	music	classroom?		 2.	How	does	a	teacher’s	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	instruction			 					change	throughout	implementation	of	improvisation	in	the	classroom?				 3.	How	does	teachers’	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	affect			 					their	professional	environment	as	well	as	their	student’s	musical		 		 					behaviors?	In	this	chapter	I	explain	the	rationale	for	choosing	a	qualitative	approach	generally,	and	using	a	phenomenological	interview	model	specifically.	Then	I	discuss	my	specific	protocol:	How	I	selected	participants,	collected	and	analyzed	data,	and	reported	my	findings.	Finally,	I	describe	the	steps	I	took	to	ensure	credibility	and	verifiability,	and	the	limitations	and	delimitations	of	the	study.	
Rationale for Selected Research Approach 	 Although	the	body	of	research	on	student	and	teacher	self-efficacy	in	academic	settings	is	extensive,	the	majority	of	the	literature	is	rooted	in	a	positivist,	
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quantitative	perspective	that	seeks	primarily	to	demonstrate	correlations	between	self-efficacy	beliefs	and	other	behaviors.	Despite	problems	with	the	validity	and	specificity	of	some	assessment	instruments,	researchers	have	firmly	established	a	positive	correlation	between	high-self	efficacy	for	a	task	and	success	at	that	task	as	well	as	persistence	at	the	task,	particularly	within	academic	settings	(Pajares,	1996).		 	Still,	this	established	correlation	is	problematic.	I	suggest	that	acknowledging	a	simple	correlation	between	belief	and	behavior	ignores	the	complexities	of	this	relationship	and	seems	to	oversimplify	the	concept	of	reciprocal	determinism	as	presented	in	social	learning	theory.	The	theory	of	reciprocal	determinism	states	that	a	person’s	behavior	both	influences	and	is	influenced	by	his	or	her	environment.	Environmental	factors	can	shape	a	person’s	behavior,	however	the	behavior	also	helps	to	form	the	environment	(Bandura,	1986).	This	relationship	between	behavior	and	environment	is	dynamic,	and	as	such,	identifying	simple	correlations	between	the	two	has	limited	usefulness.	Surveys,	questionnaires,	and	other	quantitative	instruments	that	seek	to	determine	a	person’s	level	of	self-efficacy	at	a	specific	point	in	time,	then	relate	that	belief	to	a	certain	behavior	that	follows	closely	thereafter,	oversimplify	the	complexities	of	a	person’s	beliefs,	their	behaviors,	and	their	environment,	as	well	as	the	interrelationship	among	the	three.			 A	qualitative	approach	is	relatively	less	present	in	academic	self-efficacy	research.	The	descriptive	nature	of	qualitative	work	effectively	explains	the	complex	relationship	among	academic	self-efficacy	beliefs,	teaching	and	learning	behavior,	and	school	environments	as	experienced	and	understood	by	those	living	it	daily.		
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There	have	been	some	forays	into	qualitative	self-efficacy	research	(Irvin,	2005,	Royo,	2014;	Wheatley,	1997).	A	qualitative	approach	is	still	lacking,	however,	with	continued	calls	for	more	research	with	this	methodology	from	those	who	consider	essential	a	rich	description	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	and	how	those	beliefs	influence	behavior	(Coladarci	&	Breton,	1997;	Goddard,	Tschannen-Moran	&	Hoy,	2001;	Wheatley,	2000).			 Qualitative	research	is	a	logical	and	appropriate	choice	for	the	current	study.	Most	importantly,	a	qualitative	approach	using	an	interview	model	based	on	phenomenology	provides	a	focus	on	participants’	perspectives	and	the	meaning	they	make	from	their	lived	experiences	(Denzin	&	Lincoln,	2011).	Self-efficacy	beliefs	are	inherently	personal,	and	these	beliefs,	as	well	as	decisions	about	behavior	that	spring	from	these	beliefs	can	best	be	understood	by	building	a	“complex,	holistic	picture…that	takes	the	reader	into	the	multiple	dimensions	of	a	problem	or	issue	and	displays	it	in	all	of	its	complexity”	(Creswell,	1998,	p.	15).	A	hermeneutical	approach	also	offers	a	focus	on	complex	interdependencies	that	resist	simplification	to	a	few	variables	(Patton,	2002).	For	this	study,	this	focus	is	particularly	appropriate	because	of	the	complex	relationship	I	explore	among	self-efficacy,	behavior,	and	environment—the	three	legs	of	Bandura’s	triadic	reciprocal	causation.		 Further,	qualitative	research	is	marked	by	inductive	data	analysis	that	is	emergent	and	detailed,	and	requires	the	researcher	to	be	open	to	ambiguity	and	to	seek	understanding	of	participant	experiences	and	perspectives.	Finally,	the	
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qualitative	researcher	gathers	and	reports	data	using	expressive	language	that	seeks	to	describe	the	multiple	perspectives	and	possible	meanings	of	a	phenomenon	as	participants	understand	them,	and	acknowledges	that	participant	meanings	are	subjective,	personal,	and	contextual	(Creswell,	1998).				 In	summary,	a	thorough	understanding	of	teacher	efficacy	towards	improvisation	and	its	relationship	to	improvisation	in	the	instrumental	music	classroom	requires	a	research	approach	that	is	open,	detailed,	and	holistic.	The	goal	of	such	an	approach	is	gaining	insight	for	the	music	education	profession	that	may	aid	in	the	re-examination	of	common	beliefs	about	improvisation	and	the	related	practices	of	music	teachers	and	teacher-education	institutions.	 		 Interviews	and	telling	participant	stories.	Under	the	broad	scope	of	qualitative	research,	in	my	approach	for	this	study	I	draw	heavily	from	a	phenomenological	interview	model.	This	qualitative	perspective	is	primarily	marked	by	the	goal	of	uncovering	the	meaning	and	essence	of	the	lived	experience	of	a	phenomenon	for	a	person	or	group	of	people.	This	approach	is	also	marked	by	an	exploration	of	how	human	beings	make	sense	of	their	lived	experience	and	then	transform	that	experience	into	consciousness.	Researchers	operating	within	the	phenomenological	perspective	assume	an	essence	to	the	shared	experience	of	the	selected	phenomenon.	Patton	(2002)	noted	that	the	researchers	goal	is	to	explore	participants’	experiences	and	search	for	common	themes	in	order	to	understand	this	essence.	The	ultimate	goal	is	for	a	reader	to	better	understand	what	it	is	like	to	experience	the	phenomenon	(Creswell,	1998).	For	the	current	study,	the	
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phenomenon	under	examination	includes	the	relative	importance	that	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	had	for	the	participants	during	the	process	of	implementing	improvisation	into	their	instrumental	music	classes.	I	aim	to	discover	the	shared	meanings	and	essences	related	to	self-efficacy	between	multiple	participants	of	the	same	phenomenon	(improvisation	implementation).		 I	chose	to	use	interview	model	from	a	phenomenological	approach	because	of	its	suitability	to	the	task	of	discovering	participant	meanings.	This	is	true	primarily	because	self-efficacy	is	such	a	personal,	psychological	factor,	it	is	virtually	impossible	to	observe	or	make	judgments	on	levels	of	self-efficacy,	and	its	role	in	mediating	behavior,	from	the	outside.	Further,	my	goal	was	not	to	make	judgments	on	what	does	or	does	not	work	regarding	improvisation	in	band	and	orchestra,	but	rather	to	understand	and	relay	the	experiences	of	the	participants,	and	hope	to	find	common	threads	in	their	experiences	that	can	be	of	use	to	help	others	understand	the	role	of	self-efficacy	in	improvisation	as	well.	I	conducted	in-depth	interviews	with	teachers	to	reveal	their	experiences,	their	understanding	of	these	experiences,	and	their	impressions	of	how	self-efficacy	affected	their	choices	and	behavior.	My	central	purpose	was	to	understand	the	role	of	self-efficacy	as	the	participants	experienced	it.	As	such,	a	phenomenological-interview	model	of	data	gathering	and	qualitative	analysis	was	the	most	appropriate.	
Research	Protocol			 For	this	study	I	utilized	Irving	Seidman’s	(1998)	phenomenological	interview	model.		In	order	to	understand	participants’	experiences	with	a	phenomenon,	
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Seidman	espoused	conducting	three	in-depth	interviews	for	each	participant.	With	the	guidance	of	my	advisor,	I	selected	six	participants.	These	participants,	all	instrumental	ensemble	music	teachers,	provided	a	diverse	set	of	musical	experiences	while	still	being	practical	for	finding	qualified	participants	who	fit	into	the	relatively	small	niche	of	my	criteria.		Table	1	
Participant	Profile	Data	
	 	
	 Patton	(2002)	claimed	that	purposeful	sampling	is	valuable	because	it	can	yield	information-rich	cases.	As	such,	it	is	crucial	to	find	participants	who	have	direct	experience	with	implementing	improvisation	in	instrumental	settings.	My	criteria	were	teachers	of	band	or	orchestra	in	grades	6	through	12	who	recently—within	the	past	5	to	7	years—began	including	improvisation	in	their	band	or	orchestra	rehearsals	and	lessons.	Seidman	(1998)	acknowledged	the	necessity	of	
Participant	 State	 School	Setting	 Music	Classroom	Setting	 Grade	Levels	Taught	Amy	 CA	 Private	 Band	&	orchestra		 6–12	Clara	 NH	 Public	 Orchestra	 6–12	Michael	 CA	 Private	 Band	&	orchestra	 6–8	Ryan	 NY	 Public	 Orchestra	 9–12	Stephen	 NY	 Public	 Orchestra	 4–8	Tina	 NY	 Public	 Band	 9–12	
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locating	participants	through	formal	or	informal	gatekeepers.	I	identified	leaders	in	the	field	of	instrumental	improvisation	education	as	gatekeepers,	who	directed	me	toward	possible	participants.	I	looked	online	and	through	state	education	organizations	to	find	educators	who	teach	workshops	on	improvisation	in	band	and	orchestra.	I	also	identified	a	few	university	professors	who	specialize	in	this	field,	and	reached	out	to	these	individuals	via	email	to	explain	my	project	as	well	as	ask	for	referrals	to	potential	participants.	Once	I	had	secured	my	first	few	participants	through	these	“gatekeepers,”	I	asked	these	initial	participants	during	the	interview	process	for	further	recommendations.	I	contacted	any	referrals	they	gave	me,	and	I	also	continued	to	send	out	emails	to	leaders	in	music	education	on	the	state	level,	such	as	chapter	leaders	of	the	American	String	Teachers	Association.	Through	all	of	these	avenues	I	eventually	found	six	participants.	The	six	participants	were	two	band	teachers,	three	orchestra	teachers,	and	one	teacher	who	taught	both	band	and	orchestra.	Collectively,	participants	taught	elementary	through	secondary	classes	(grades	5–12)	in	public	and	private	school	settings.	The	participants	represented	a	range	of	teaching	experiences	from	as	little	as	five	to	as	many	as	fifteen	years	of	classroom	experience.	Three	of	the	six	individuals	teach	in	New	York,	two	are	in	California,	and	one	is	in	New	Hampshire.	All	of	the	participants	have	attained	at	least	a	master’s	degree	in	either	music	education	or	an	applied	field	of	composition	or	performance.	Three	of	the	six	have	a	doctorate	in	music	education,	and	another	has	a	doctorate	in	applied	violin.	The	participants	also	have	diverse	musical	backgrounds,	particularly	regarding	
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exposure	to	improvisation	in	their	educational	experiences.	All	six	of	the	participants	have	strong	performance	backgrounds,	with	five	of	the	six	initially	pursuing	performance	as	a	career	before	considering	teaching.	Only	two	of	the	six	improvised	during	their	school-aged	years,	while	the	other	four	did	not	have	any	significant	experience	of	improvisation	until	they	had	begun	teaching	or	had	begun	a	master’s	degree.	The	size	and	demographics	of	the	participants’	classes	is	varied,	ranging	from	very	large	ensembles	consisting	almost	entirely	of	white	students,	to	smaller	instrumental	groups	that	contain	many	students	of	varied	ethnic	backgrounds.	None	of	the	participants	work	in	a	high	poverty	school.	Three	of	the	participants	work	in	schools	in	middle	class,	suburban	communities,	one	is	in	a	wealthy	public	school,	and	two	are	in	very	affluent	private	schools.	
Data	Collection		 I	collected	data	primarily	via	face-to-face	interviews	(either	in	person	or	via	videoconference).	In	addition,	each	participant	completed	a	background	information	form	(See	appendix	A).	This	page	provided	basic	information	for	the	individual	teacher	as	well	as	the	demographic	information	for	each	participant’s	teaching	setting.	Adhering	to	the	model	set	forth	by	Seidman	(1998),	the	first	participant	interview	was	designed	to	elicit	a	focused	life	history	as	it	relates	to	the	topic	under	study—self-efficacy	and	improvisation.	Questions	asked	pertained	to	participants’	history	of	music	instruction,	particularly	any	experience	from	childhood	through	the	present	in	improvisation.	During	the	second	interview	I	invited	participants	to	
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explore	concrete	details	of	their	current	experience	with	improvisation.	Their	responses	primarily	consisted	of	detailed	descriptions	of	the	process	of	implementing	improvisation	in	their	curricula.	I	conducted	a	third	interview	to	engage	participants	in	reflecting	upon	the	meaning	of	their	reported	experiences.	During	the	final	interview	participants	connected	their	music	learning,	teacher	education,	and	improvisational	experiences	to	their	implementation	of	improvisation	in	their	classrooms.	I	also	invited	their	reflection	on	the	role	self-efficacy	played	in	their	decisions	to	include	improvisation	instruction	and	throughout	the	implementation	process.	Rather	than	explicitly	explain	and	discuss	the	concept	of	self-efficacy,	my	questions	focused	on	asking	the	participants	about	their	levels	of	confidence,	comfort,	and	expectations	of	success	around	improvisation	instruction.	I	conducted	each	interview	following	a	protocol	of	questions	(See	Appendix	A).	This	protocol	was	the	starting	point	for	each	interview,	but	I	allowed	each	interview	to	flow	naturally	to	what	the	participant	considered	most	relevant,	interesting,	and	worthwhile	to	discuss.	I	conducted	these	semi-structured	interviews	privately	at	a	location	of	the	participant’s	choosing,	and	only	the	participant	and	I	were	present	for	each	interview.	Each	interview	lasted	between	45	and	75	minutes.	With	the	exception	of	one	participant	due	to	scheduling	difficulties,	each	set	of	three	interviews	was	completed	within	a	two-week	time	span.	I	interviewed	three	participants	in	person	and	interviewed	three	others	via	Skype	because	distance	prevented	an	in-person	conversation.	I	recorded	the	interviews	
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using	a	portable	field	recorder,	and	stored	the	recordings	on	my	personal	laptop	computer	and	backed	up	on	an	external	hard	drive.	Both	the	computer	and	hard	drive	are	password-protected	and	accessible	only	by	me.	I	transcribed	the	interviews,	and	the	transcripts	were	filed	separately	and	organized	by	participant.	In	reporting	the	data,	I	changed	names	and	any	information	that	could	specifically	identify	each	participant.	As	part	of	the	member	check	for	each	participant,	discussed	below,	each	person	had	the	chance	to	request	the	removal	of	any	information	that	was	deemed	personal	or	too	easily	identifiable.	Each	participant	was	willing	for	the	state	in	which	they	work	to	be	identified.	
Data	analysis		 Seidman	(1998)	recommended	waiting	to	engage	in	analysis	of	the	interview	data	until	all	three	interviews	are	complete.	However,	I	reflected	on	each	interview	in	memos	and	used	that	reflection	to	prepare	for	the	next.	In	writing	these	memos,	I	aimed	to	uncover	my	bias	in	order	to	ensure	that	participant	meanings	were	more	likely	to	be	uncovered.	I	adhered	to	the	Institutional	Review	Board	(IRB)	by	reviewing	my	protocol	to	address	any	deviations	in	subsequent	interviews.	In	keeping	with	Seidman’s	principle,	systematic	analysis	occurred	following	completion	of	each	three-interview	set.				 After	completing	three	interviews	for	a	single	participant,	I	began	data	analysis.	Creswell	(1998)	claimed	that	a	crucial	first	step	in	analysis	is	to	first	report	one’s	own	experience.	I	began	by	identifying,	reflecting	on,	and	reporting	on	my	own	experiences	with	improvisation,	my	beliefs	about	improvisation,	and	its	role	in	
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instrumental	music.	This	acknowledges	the	perspective	I	bring	to	the	topic	as	well	as	being	a	valuable	first	foray	into	analysis.					 After	reflecting	and	reporting	on	my	experiences,	I	began	analyzing	participant	data.	I	initiated	that	step	in	a	manner	suggested	by	Seidman—searching	for	what	is	“interesting”	(1998,	p.	100).	It	can	be	a	difficult	process	to	make	judgments	about	what	is	considered	interesting,	and	this	process	may	instill	doubt	in	a	beginning	researcher.	Practically	speaking,	I	began	by	highlighting	passages	in	each	interview	transcript	that	stood	out	to	me	as	being	particularly	interesting,	relevant,	or	noteworthy.	Data	could	qualify	as	such	for	a	number	of	reasons,	including	being	closely	related	to	my	interview	questions,	or	my	conceptual	framework,	or	sparking	a	recollection	of	the	participant	being	particularly	animated	or	intent	when	relaying	the	information.	Sometimes,	a	passage	simply	stood	out	as	seeming	important	or	relevant.	Once	I	had	highlighted	such	passages	in	all	three	sets	of	interview	transcripts,	I	categorized	and	classified	each	highlighted	passage.			 The	next	step,	espoused	by	Seidman	(1998)	and	Creswell	(1998),	involves	crafting	a	profile	of	each	participant	and	finding	themes	within	each	participant’s	story	and	experience.	This	profile	consists	of	relevant	data	from	each	interview	as	it	relates	to	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation.	I	sought	themes	related	to	self-efficacy	concepts	and	its	interaction	with	behavior	and	environment,	either	during	a	participant’s	work	as	a	student	or	during	his	or	her	teaching	practice.	I	identified	codes,	or	categories,	of	data	that	multiple	participants	had	in	common	and	reflected	on	what	shared	meaning	or	experience	the	participants	might	have	had.	I	began	to	
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identify	common	threads	and	these	threads	guided	my	writing	of	the	profiles.	Acknowledging	that	each	participant	is	unique	and	conveys	an	individual	experience,	I	aimed	to	capture	their	distinctiveness	with	each	profile	as	well.	The	profiles	relied	heavily	on	quotes	from	the	participants	to	more	accurately	reflect	their	experiences.	For	clarity	and	efficiency,	I	wrote	connecting	material	as	well	as	summarizing	material	when	the	participant’s	voice	would	have	been	impractically	long	or	did	not	aid	in	bringing	meaning	to	their	experience.	Once	completed,	each	profile	was	sent	to	the	participant	to	give	him	or	her	the	opportunity	to	clarify,	edit,	or	otherwise	change	their	intended	meaning.	Any	edits	or	clarifications	that	were	requested	by	the	participants	were	made,	and	the	resulting	profiles	represented	my	best	efforts	at	capturing	their	lived	experiences	through	their	own	voices.			 The	final	step,	as	proposed	by	Seidman	(1998),	is	searching	for	common	themes	across	the	participants	to	determine	any	commonalities	that	may	point	to	an	essence	of	the	phenomenon.	For	this	study,	I	looked	for	common	themes	regarding	levels	of	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	as	a	student,	pre-service	teacher,	and	active	teacher.	I	searched	for	common	themes	regarding	experiences	that	altered	levels	of	efficacy	towards	improvisation,	and	themes	regarding	efficacy	and	its	interaction	with	behavior	and	environment	throughout	the	process	of	implementation	of	improvisation.	I	also	remained	open	to	themes	I	had	not	anticipated,	and	held	no	expectations	that	I	would	find	commonality	amongst	all	of	the	participants.	After	identifying	common	themes,	I	discussed	each	in	turn,	with	the	goal	that	the	composite	discussion	of	all	of	the	themes	created	an	understanding	of	
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the	essence	of	self-efficacy’s	role	in	the	implementation	of	improvisation	instruction.		 In	discussing	the	themes	that	emerged,	I	reflected	on	my	own	experience	with	improvisation,	as	well	as	the	overall	impression	and	message	that	I	got	from	each	participant’s	experience.	I	connected	the	themes	to	my	research	questions	and	the	available	research,	understanding	that	in	some	cases	the	themes	that	emerged	did	not	fit	neatly	with	the	research	questions.	For	each	theme	I	also	sought	disconfirming	data.			 I	conclude	with	a	discussion	of	emergent	themes	as	they	relate	to	the	self-efficacy	concepts,	as	well	as	interactions	of	self-efficacy	and	behavioral	and	environmental	influences	before	and	during	the	implementation	of	improvisation	in	the	music	classroom.	These	themes	do	not	all	relate	directly	to	my	research	questions.	The	nature	of	qualitative	inquiry	calls	for	openness	to	emergent	themes,	so	I	present	these	themes	as	they	emerged,	and	I	discuss	if	and	how	they	relate	to	the	research	questions.	Five	themes	emerged,	and	these	themes	fit	into	two	main	categories:	Development	of	beliefs	about	improvisation,	and	beliefs	about	improvisation	affecting	behavior.		
Credibility	and	Verification	Although	I	explored	this	topic	through	the	lens	of	self-efficacy	theory,	I	aimed	to	avoid	filtering	everything	the	participants	shared	through	this	lens.	I	understood	that	some	of	their	topics	may	not	directly	connect	with	self-efficacy.	I	aimed	to	remain	open	to	themes	and	ideas	that	emerged	apart	from	my	pre-conceived	ideas	or	agendas	regarding	self-efficacy	and	social	learning	theory.	Writing	memos	
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acknowledging	this,	having	conversations	with	my	advisor	and	then	re-reading	the	interviews	to	reconsider	my	categories	helped	me	remain	receptive	to	participant	meanings	and	avoid	imposing	my	views	on	their	experiences.		 Further,	I	used	member	checks	to	ensure	that	my	conclusions	were	what	participants	intended.	Once	I	completed	all	of	the	interviews	and	began	preliminary	coding	by	identifying	interesting,	relevant,	and	notable	data	in	each,	I	sought,	identified,	and	reported	any	disconfirming	data.		I	consulted	and	invited	interviewees	to	address	any	data	that	I	deemed	disconfirming.	Most	participants	changed	very	little	and	felt	that	the	profiles	accurately	reflected	their	experiences.	One	participant,	Tina,	asked	that	I	change	a	few	passages	to	more	accurately	reflect	her	musical	background,	and	the	attitudes	of	her	students	during	her	improvisation	project.		 I	protected	each	participant’s	confidentiality	to	the	fullest	extent	possible.	Certain	biographic	and	demographic	information	was	necessary	to	include	in	order	to	create	a	rich	description	of	each	participant’s	experience,	but	I	attempted	to	describe	each	teacher	in	such	a	way	that	he	or	she	is	not	specifically	identifiable.	Furthermore,	each	participant	reviewed	the	information	prior	to	publication.	Furthermore,	in	keeping	with	IRB	protocol	(Appendix	C),	I	expressed	to	them	their	rights	to	withdraw	at	any	time	if	they	felt	vulnerable	during	the	study.			 Validity	in	qualitative	research	is	a	concept	that	causes	debate	amongst	scholars.	Creswell	(1998)	argued	that	even	the	term	validity	is	inappropriate	for	qualitative	research	because	of	its	basis	in	a	positivist	paradigm.	Rather,	he	
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preferred	the	term	verification,	as	this	recognizes	the	subjective	nature	of	qualitative	research.	Regardless	of	the	terms	used,	the	qualitative	researchers’	issues	of	validity	are	different	from	those	within	a	quantitative	paradigm.		 Creswell	(1998)	listed	five	procedures	for	verification	that	are	particularly	relevant	to	this	study:	
§ Prolonged	engagement	with	participants	
§ Peer	review	
§ Clarifying	researcher	bias	
§ Member	checks	
§ Rich,	thick	description	First,	he	espoused	prolonged	engagement	with	participants	in	order	to	build	trust	with,	and	learn	the	culture	of	the	participants.	The	three-interview	model	allows	for	this,	as	I	spent	between	three	and	four	hours	directly	with	each	participant	over	the	course	of	a	couple	of	weeks.	Secondly,	regarding	peer	review,	my	dissertation	supervisor	acted	as	a	continual	reference	to	check	my	research	integrity,	consistent	use	of	methods,	and	data	interpretation.	To	understand	and	account	for	researcher	bias,	I	identified	my	own	personal	biases	that	may	have	an	impact	on	the	inquiry.	For	example,	I	acknowledge	throughout	the	interview	and	coding	process	how	my	ideas	about	the	importance	and	value	of	improvisation	might	affect	both	my	questions	to	participants	and	my	understanding	of	their	responses.	Fourth,	I	utilized	member	checks	to	give	participants	a	chance	to	clarify,	correct,	or	confirm	my	understanding	of	their	perspectives	the	meaning	they	have	made	from	their	
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experiences.	Finally,	I	utilized	thick	description	in	my	profiles	of	the	participants.	A	thick	description	allows	readers	to	make	determinations	regarding	transferability	as	they	recognize	similarities	that	exist	between	the	experiences	described	and	their	understandings	(Creswell,	1998).		
Limitations	and	Delimitations			 The	qualitative	nature	of	this	study	suggests	that	any	findings	are	transferable	rather	than	generalizable	to	teachers,	contexts,	and	places	(Lincoln	&	Guba,	1984).	Qualitative	researchers,	especially	those	with	a	phenomenological	perspective,	understand	the	subjective	and	personal	nature	of	the	truths	they	seek	and	as	such	understand	that	truth	and	meaning	for	a	certain	group	of	participants	may	remain	unique.					 Further,	I	do	not	attempt	to	establish	any	correlation	between	self-efficacy	and	improvisatory	behaviors,	nor	does	it	seek	to	establish	self-efficacy	as	the	primary	factor	in	the	incorporation	of	improvisation	in	instrumental	classrooms.	Rather,	this	study	seeks	insight	into	experiences	of	music	teachers	who	have	incorporated	improvisation	and	the	role	of	self-efficacy	in	their	experiences.	Discovering	and	reporting	participant	meanings	may	yield	commonalities	that	teachers	and	teacher	educators	may	find	useful	or	challenging.		 I	selected	participants	based	on	very	specific	criteria,	and	as	a	result	they	do	not	represent	all	teachers	of	instrumental	music	in	all	settings.	However,	because	we	share	the	human	experience,	some	participant	meanings	expressed	may	be	transferable	to	many	other	teaching	situations.		
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Summary		 In	this	study,	I	utilized	a	three-interview	research	model	as	suggested	by	Seidman	(1998).	This	model,	and	the	data	analysis	that	accompanies	it,	is	couched	in	the	tradition	of	phenomenological	research	that	seeks	to	understand	the	essence	of	participants’	lived	experiences	as	they	relate	to	a	particular	event,	circumstance,	or	relationship	(the	phenomenon).	In	this	study,	I	interviewed	participants	who	have	recently	begun	including	improvisation	into	their	secondary	(grades	6–12)	instrumental	music	teaching	in	order	to	understand	what	role	self-efficacy	played	in	that	process.	These	teachers	work	in	a	variety	of	states,	levels,	school	types,	and	with	students	of	various	socioeconomic	and	ethnic	backgrounds.		 I	selected	participants	using	purposeful	sampling,	specifically	chain	sampling.	I	found	the	initial	participants	through	gatekeepers,	and	chain	sampling	provided	the	remaining	participants.	I	collected	data	through	three	interviews	with	each	participant.	I	recorded,	transcribed,	and	stored	interviews	securely.	Data	analysis	included	an	initial	search	of	interview	transcripts	for	content	that	was	deemed	interesting,	noteworthy,	or	particularly	relevant.	I	identified	the	data	that	fit	these	criteria,	then	highlighted	and	coded	it	into	various	categories.	From	these	categories,	themes	emerged	that	then	coalesced	into	an	essence	of	the	experience	in	question.	I	maintained	verification	and	credibility	through	acknowledging	and	revealing	of	bias	and	member	checks	to	assure	the	meaning	I	was	interpreting	was	in	fact	what	the	participants	intended.		 Through	a	qualitative	perspective,	and	utilizing	in-depth	interviews	drawn	
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from	a	phenomenological	interview	model,	I	explored	teachers’	perceptions	of	improvisation,	their	own	self-efficacy	for	including	improvisation	in	their	teaching,	and	the	relationship	between	self-efficacy,	behavior,	and	environment	to	gain	insight	into	the	role	self-efficacy	plays	in	the	implementation	of	improvisation	into	an	instrumental	music	course.		In	searching	for	common	themes	in	the	participant	data,	I	aimed	to	better	understand	how	self-efficacy	might	play	a	role	in	improvisation	instruction	and	how	that	could	affect	understanding	of	improvisation	amongst	the	larger	music	education	community.		
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Chapter	Four:	Participant	Profiles	
Description	of	Participants		 In	this	chapter	I	present	a	profile	of	each	participant	in	this	study.	I	interviewed	a	total	of	six	teachers.	Participants	were	considered	eligible	if	they	had	recently	(within	the	last	five	years	or	so)	begun	using	improvisation	in	their	secondary	(grades	5–12)	band	or	orchestra	classrooms.	The	six	participants—three	men	and	three	women—teach	in	three	different	states,	and	between	them	cover	grades	four	through	twelve.	Three	of	the	participants	taught	primarily	orchestra,	one	taught	primarily	band,	and	two	taught	mixed	instrumental	groups	that	include	both	band	and	orchestra	instruments,	although	both	of	those	teachers	worked	mostly	with	band	instruments.	One	teacher	is	in	her	early	60s,	another	is	in	his	early	40s,	and	the	rest	are	in	their	late	20s	or	early	30s.	All	have	been	teaching	music	for	at	least	five	years.	Each	of	the	six	participants	have	earned	master’s	degrees,	and	four	of	the	six	have	also	earned	doctoral	degrees.			 These	profiles	are	divided	into	two	sections.	The	first,	titled	“Journey	to	Music	Education,”	describes	each	participant’s	musical	background,	particularly	as	it	relates	to	the	participant’s	experiences	with	improvisation.	This	section	also	details	how	the	participant	came	to	music	education	as	a	career.	The	second	section,	titled	“Incorporating	Improvisation,”	explains	how	and	why	each	participant	uses	improvisation	in	the	classroom,	and	also	details	any	struggles	or	resistance	the	participants	faced,	and	how	they	handled	these	situations.			 The	purpose	of	presenting	these	profiles	is	to	give	an	introduction	to	each	
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participant	and	to	provide,	often	in	their	own	words,	a	description	of	their	experiences	with	improvisation.	It	is	important	to	allow	the	participants	to	be	heard	in	their	own	words	and	own	voice,	and	this	chapter	pursues	that	goal.	Also,	before	themes	and	commonalities	can	be	explored	and	discussed,	I	aim	to	present	rich,	holistic	sense	of	the	experiences	of	the	participants.		
Michael	
	 Journey	to	music	education.	Michael’s	musical	life	has	included	improvisation	almost	from	the	beginning.	Growing	up	in	California,	he	did	not	find	school	to	be	particularly	easy	during	his	elementary	years,	and	was	sometimes	separated	from	regular	classes	to	receive	extra	help.	He	expressed	that	it	“felt	very	embarrassing”	to	be	separated	like	that,	and	he	“made	it	my	goal	in	life	to	get	out	of	that	class”	(Michael1).	He	remembered	someone	coming	into	the	school	to	demonstrate	each	instrument	and	“the	sound	of	the	trumpet	stuck	in	my	head”	(Michael1).	Despite	his	interest	in	the	trumpet,	he	wanted	to	go	to	general	music	with	all	of	his	friends,	until	“in	the	first	class	they	said	there’s	going	to	be	a	test	every	week	and	I	stood	up	immediately	and	just	walked	straight	to	the	trumpet	room”	(Michael1).			 Michael	loved	playing	the	trumpet,	describing	himself	as	“a	total	trumpet	meat-head	geek	from	the	beginning”	(Michael1).	Playing	an	instrument	also	helped	his	self-esteem	because	he	felt	like	trumpet	was	something	he	was	good	at	and	it	
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soothed	past	difficulties	as	well	as	provided	distraction	from	the	current	school	challenges.	I	was	on	the	same	common	ground	as	everyone	else	and	that	felt	great	after	all	the	other	experiences.	It	felt	a	place	I	could	mold	my	own	future…Then	I	remember	getting	a	pretty	good	sound,	or	at	least	that’s	what	people	were	telling	me.	To	me	it	was	a	fun	thing	that	got	away	from	all	the	other	crap	that	was	going	on.	(Michael1)	His	new	experience	in	music	also	led	him	to	a	new	set	of	friends,	who	invited	him	into	the	world	of	jazz.		I	also	had	another	set	of	friends	who	were	just	amazing	musicians.	One	of	them	was	an	avid	jazz	player	who’s	an	alto	saxophonist,	and	he	was	obsessed	with	Charlie	Parker	in	sixth	grade.	We	did	“The	Saints	Go	Marching	In”	so	he	let	me	get	up	on	the	stage	with	him	and	[we]	played	“The	Saints	Go	Marching	In”	at	a	talent	show	the	end	of	my	fifth-grade	year…We	formed	a	core	group	of	friends	that	were	focused	on	[playing	jazz	music]	and	as	soon	as	that	happened	it	took	off.	(Michael1)	Michael	was	immersed	into	this	jazz	and	improvising	community	from	as	early	as	sixth	grade.	He	was	invited	to	join	his	friend’s	jazz	combo,	and	this	group	of	friends	created	an	environment	that	encouraged	each	other	to	get	better.	“I	felt	like	I	suck	but	they	were	so	supportive.	After	that	[sixth	grade	year]	it	more	became	about	us	just	trying	to	make	great	music	than	who’s	better	or	who	can	do	it	and	who	can’t”	(Michael1).	They	listened	to	solos	by	Clifford	Brown	and	Charlie	Parker	and	pursued	
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more	advanced	music.	They	also	performed	quite	a	bit	and	constantly	pushed	each	other	to	improve.	Michael	relayed	feeling	that	“it	just	felt	like	a	part	of	my	life	and	I	had	to	keep	doing	it	at	that	level	to	stay	in”	(Michael1).		 Michael	was	a	very	good	player	and	played	lead	trumpet	in	his	school	jazz	band.	The	school	band,	however,	offered	little	improvisation	instruction.	Michael	explained	that	his	band	teacher	“never	told	us	anything	necessarily	with	improv”	and	relayed	that	“Band	to	me	was	a	place	where	that	didn’t	occur.	That	wasn’t	the	point	of	band,	or	even	jazz	band”	(Michael1).	He	further	described	making	up	his	own	parts	in	band	because	of	boredom.			 He	took	trumpet	lessons	from	a	teacher	who	used	popular	improvisation	materials,	particularly	Jamey	Aebersold	recordings.	During	his	lessons,	Michael	would	try	to	mimic	his	teacher’s	improvisation	over	chord	progressions	of	Aebersold	play-alongs.	In	addition,	his	combo	played	together	through	high	school,	and	participated	in	the	Monterey	Jazz	Festival.	He	pursued	learning	at	the	Stanford	Jazz	Workshop	as	well	as	other	outside	programs.			 He	attended	music	school	in	California	where	he	received	plenty	of	improvisation	instruction,	but	he	never	considered	becoming	a	teacher	while	he	was	an	undergraduate.	For	me	education	was	boring,	was	a	place	where	you	can	get	in	a	rut,	where	it’s	like,	oh	I’m	done.	That’s	the	last	thing	I	want	to	do.	When	I	thought	of	music	ed	I	thought	of	band	and	there	is	nothing	improv	in	there.	I	didn’t	want	to	be	a	part	of	that.	(Michael1)	
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	Nevertheless,	after	graduation	Michael	taught	music	lessons	at	an	inner-city	school	in	Los	Angeles	through	an	outreach	program.	This	experience	began	to	change	his	view	of	music	education.	That	was	really	meaningful	and	I	realized,	man,	I	suck	at	this.	I	really	don’t	know	how	to	teach	these	guys	but	I	want	to.	I	want	so	badly	to	know	how	to	do	this	better	and	to	be	more	effective	in	what	I’m	presenting.	(Michael1)	Michael	decided,	somewhat	reluctantly,	to	apply	to	graduate	school	for	music	education.	He	still	had	trumpet	performance	on	his	mind.	“I	figured,	hey,	if	I	can	be	a	part	of	a	good	music	ed	program	maybe	I	can	at	least	check	out	what	the	scenes	look	like	and	then	still	study	trumpet	with	some	great	people”	(Michael1).			 He	was	accepted	into	the	jazz	and	music	education	program	of	a	top	east	coast	school,	and	it	was	there	that	his	perspectives	on	music	and	music	education	were	radically	changed.	It	was	during	his	graduate	studies	that	he	took	some	classes	with	a	professor	who	would	completely	change	his	perspective	on	music	learning	and	teaching.	It	was	called	Introduction	to	Music	Ed.	He’s	basically	having	us	sing.	He	was	having	us	sing	and	see	if	we	can	play	what	we	sing.	Then	he	was	bringing	this	all	into	how	we	learn	and	how	important	this	is	in	the	learning	process.	All	of	a	sudden,	things	just	started	clicking	for	me.	To	me	this	made	so	much	sense	that	this	is	really	why	I	love	music…There	was	a	lot	of	improv.	(Michael1)		After	two	years	of	recalibrating	his	ideas	regarding	the	music	learning	process	and	
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earning	his	master’s	degree,	he	took	an	opportunity	to	teach	at	a	university	overseas.	In	two	years	at	the	university	he	began	trying	out	some	of	the	things	he’d	learned	in	graduate	school.	“After	my	experience	in	my	master’s	degree	I	felt	like	I	just	touched	the	surface	of	what	I	could	do.	After	teaching	overseas	I	thought	yeah,	I	want	to	teach	better”	(Michael1).		 This	desire	to	become	a	better	teacher	led	him	back	to	the	same	school	where	he	received	his	master’s	degree	to	get	a	Doctor	of	Musical	Arts	in	music	education.	He	realized	“that	teaching	was	a	passion	for	me.	Performance	was	also	a	passion,	but	this	was	this	new	exciting	aspect	of	learning	and	I	really	cared	about	that,	so	I	wanted	to	go	back”	(Michael1).		 The	experience	of	working	with	a	particular	professor	further	during	his	doctorate	both	solidified	his	perspective	on	how	music	should	be	taught,	and	that	he	did	want	to	pursue	teaching	as	a	career,	even	more	than	performance.		 I	felt	that	if	I	really	wanted	to	make	a	difference	out	there,	if	I	really	wanted	to	have	a	go	at	making	a	change,	there’s	no	better	way	than	to	go	and	work	with	young	students	in	a	program	that	was	open	to	something	different.	(Michael1)	After	completing	this	degree	Michael	moved	to	California	and	accepted	a	job	teaching	instrumental	music	at	a	private	school.	From	the	very	beginning,	he	was	determined	to	teach	music	a	certain	way,	and	improvisation	was	going	to	be	a	central	aspect	of	his	teaching.	
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	 Incorporating	improvisation.	For	Michael,	there	was	no	conflict	about	whether	or	not	to	incorporate	improvisation	into	his	teaching.	He	had	a	strong	sense	of	how	people	learn	music,	and	improvisation	was	a	key	part	of	that.	He	believed	strongly	that	improvisation	was	music	learning.	Teachers	who	teach	music	without	improvisation,	he	explained,	are	“choosing	not	to	have	that	be	a	learning	aspect	of	your	student’s	life”	(Michael1).	Michael	was	clear	when	taking	his	current	job	that	improvisation	would	be	part	of	his	teaching	practice,	and	he	felt	based	on	his	education	that	he	had	credibility	in	teaching	this	way.	He	said	that	he	“came	in	feeling	motivated	to	try	and	make	[teaching	through	improvisation]	work.”	He	wanted	to	“prioritize	something	different	[for	my	students]	than	what	was	prioritized	in	my	education.	I	felt	like	I	had	legs	to	stand	on	to	do	it”	(Michael3).	He	wanted	to	be	sure	that	the	school	understood	his	philosophy,	so	he	said	he	was	“clear	about	what	I	was	going	to	do	so	they	weren’t	hiring	me	with	this	other	conception”	(Michael3).		 Michael	immediately	began	teaching	the	way	he	thought	was	best—utilizing	improvisation	and	playing	by	ear	as	a	central	mode	of	learning.	He	was	working	primarily	with	6th	through	8th	graders,	teaching	two	orchestras	and	starting	a	jazz	band.			I	had	my	instrument	in	my	hand	at	all	times.	I	immediately	picked	stuff	that	we	could	learn	songs	by	ear.	I	think	we	did	the	New	World	Symphony.	I	started	off	by	singing	every	one	of	their	parts	to	them	and	then	making	them	sing	it	back.	(Michael2)	
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I	always	want	to	start	with	getting	them	to	be	musical	right	away.	That,	to	me,	is	singing	and	providing	some	sort	of	tonality	for	them…I	would	start	off	by	taking	my	trumpet	and	play	the	melody	(Greensleeves)	on	my	trumpet,	just	as	they’re	walking	in	to	class.	Then	I’ll	play	it	again.	Then,	I’ll	start	having	them,	say,	‘tap	your	foot,	move	your	body,	whatever	you	feel	should	fit	this	song.’	Then	I’ll	play	it	a	third	time.	The	idea	here	to	me	is	to	be	able	to	play	it	or	sing	it	enough	times	that	it	becomes	familiar	to	the	kids.	(Michael3)	Students	would	learn	bass	lines	to	songs	and	improvise	rhythms	to	the	bass	lines,	and	sometimes	improvise	melodies	over	the	bass	lines.	Michael’s	students	learned	everything	by	ear,	through	singing	and	audiation.	This	approach	was	very	new	to	most	of	his	students,	and	some	resisted	the	change.	The	kids	that	were	more	into	‘I’m	just	here	to	play	what’s	on	the	page	and	you’re	asking	me	to	do	something	different’,	that’s	where	the	push	back	started	happening.	I	was	able	to	meet	with	them	individually	and	give	them	more	musical	assistance.	I	tried	not	to	push	too	hard.	I	tried	to	be	very	careful,	not	to	make	them	completely	uncomfortable	to	the	point	where	they	were	just	going	to	push	back	and	give	up.	(Michael2)	In	addition,	his	colleagues	and	administration	also	voiced	some	concerns.	Michael’s	department	head	pulled	him	aside	and	expressed	her	concern	that	his	groups	would	not	be	ready	for	performances.	He	reassured	his	administrator	and,	as	it	turned	out,	he	was	able	to	teach	the	way	he	thought	was	best,	and	his	ensembles	were	still	well	prepared	for	their	performances.	“I	didn’t	even	worry	about	the	performances	and	
81	
 
when	they	came	[the	performances]	sounded	great”	(Michael1).		 Despite	this	resistance	from	students	and	colleagues,	Michael	remained	committed	to	making	improvisation	central	to	his	approach	to	music	teaching	and	learning.	Eventually	most,	if	not	all,	of	the	students	got	on	board	with	what	he	was	trying	to	do.	He	credited	his	confidence	with	helping	make	that	first	year	successful.	“If,	as	the	teacher,	you’re	coming	in	super	confident,	that	this	is	the	way	we’re	doing	it,	[then]	boom,	you’re	off	and	going.	By	the	end	of	that	year,	that	group	was	awesome.	I	think	[the	improvisation]	was	really	successful	because	I	came	in	with	that	confidence”	(Michael2).	Michael	was	careful	to	create	an	environment	where	mistakes	were	accepted,	and	where	there	was	not	any	pressure	to	be	perfect.	He	tried	to	create	an	environment	where	students	were	willing	to	take	risks	and	make	mistakes	trying	new	things.	“When	I	look	at	my	evaluations	from	kids,	one	of	the	things	that	stands	out	to	me	that’s	been	pretty	common.	They	feel	very	comfortable”	(Michael3).		 Even	still,	there	were	some	students	who	never	fully	accepted	the	new	way	of	learning.	He	had	some	students	“who	were	used	to	the	program	being	a	certain	way	and	wanting	it	differently.	I	think	those	people	who	really	had	trouble	with	[improvisation]	dropped	out	the	second	year”	(Michael2).	He	also	had	some	evaluations	from	students	that	were	not	positive.	Some	of	his	stronger	string	players	indicated	that	“they	wanted	orchestra	to	feel	more	like	a	professional	ensemble.	I	think	they	weren’t	completely	on	board	about	the	process,	about	what	the	class	was	going	to	be	like”	(Michael3).	
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	 In	addition,	Michael	experienced	some	resistance	from	colleagues	and	parents.	Some	parents	explained	to	Michael	that	their	children	thought	the	class	was	“super	easy”	and	they	asked	him	to	“do	a	better	job”	of	challenging	their	children	(Michael2).	Some	of	his	colleagues	have	been	enthusiastic	and	others	were	ambivalent.	His	department	chair,	a	choral	teacher,	did	not	oppose	his	teaching	methods,	but	did	not	accept	them	as	good	for	everyone.	Michael	aimed	to	change	her	mind.	“I’m	trying	to	get	her	to	see	that	[improvisation]	is	important	period.	This	is	important	for	all	of	us	[music	teachers]	to	be	doing,	and	that’s	hard”	(Michael2).	The	teacher	of	the	orchestra	program	at	the	high	school	where	most	of	his	students	eventually	attend	is	similarly	unconvinced.	This	teacher	modeled	his	orchestra	after	a	professional	ensemble,	and	Michael	said	that	he	questioned	this	educational	approach.		He	indicated	that	he	and	the	orchestra	director	have	had	to	talk	about	how	to	co-exist	and	work	together	with	such	divergent	philosophies.	The	orchestra	teacher	has	said	to	him,	“I’m	wondering	if	what	you’re	doing	is	really	cool.	Are	you	scaring	[the	students]	off?”	(Michael2).	Michael	was	able	to	fight	this	argument,	in	part,	by	demonstrating	student	learning	in	the	classroom	during	concerts.		 Despite	any	resistance,	Michael	was	committed	to	making	improvisation	an	essential	teaching	approach.	“I	felt	constantly	[like]	I	have	nothing	to	lose.	If	you	want	to	let	go	of	me,	because	I’m	not	fulfilling	the	traditional	program	window,	then	okay.	This	is	who	I	am”	(Michael2).	“Luckily	I	have	a	partner	in	life	that	is	equally	passionate	about	this	so	on	those	moments	when	you’re	really	on	an	island	out	here,	I’m	frequently	inspired	by	what	she	is	doing”	(Michael2).	
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	 Michael	has	maintained	his	central	approach	to	teaching,	even	through	some	early	difficulties.	“To	be	honest,	I	might	have	been	a	little	bit	too	sensitive	to	[things	possibly	not	working].	I	think	I	was	nervous	I	would	hit	some	snags”	(Michael2).	He	said	that	now,	rather	than	narrowly	focusing	on	one	person’s	opinion,	he	tries	to	take	a	more	holistic,	big-picture	approach	and	ask,	“Who	is	this	program	working	for?”	(Michael2).	He	combined	reflection	based	on	student	surveys	with	his	convictions	about	best	practices	to	determine	the	way	forward.		 Since	implementing	improvisation	in	his	music	classes,	Michael	noticed	a	dramatic	shift	in	the	musical	culture	at	his	school.	Here	are	two	examples.	The	first	one,	my	first	year	when	I	got	here,	no	one	hung	out	in	the	room.	No	one.	By	the	end	of	the	year,	the	kids	were	hanging	out	in	the	room	and	jamming	with	me	and	taking	out	their	instruments	and	learning	songs.	I	would	just	have	the	radio	on,	and	we’d	learn	along	with	the	radio	or	improvise	together.	(Michael2)	The	shift	in	culture—towards	process-focused,	creative	musical	thinking—has	not	been	limited	to	just	the	students	either,	but	the	adoption	of	this	culture	by	his	colleagues	has	been	slower.	He	reported	that	his	colleagues	sometimes	express	a	desire	to	do	the	same	lessons	as	he	does,	then	“they	do	it	one	time.	They’re	like,	I	did	it”	(Michael3).	So	far,	they	have	not	attempted	the	longer	term,	fundamental	shifts	in	their	teaching	that	Michael	considered	so	crucial	to	music	learning.	He	thought	that	they	were	not	ready	to	truly	adopt	improvisation	as	a	fundamental	change	in	approach	to	teaching	music.	“I	think	it’s	a	big	mind	set	shift.	It’s	kind	of	scary.	It’s	
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almost	like,	why	change	what	they	already	know	works	for	them?”	(Michael3)		 Through	all	of	the	challenges,	successes,	and	adaptation,	Michael	was	committed	to	this	approach	to	teaching.	He	had	no	plans	to	change	his	methods	or	approach	to	teaching	improvisation,	but	was	instead	looking	for	new	ways	to	use	improvisation	that	are	inspiring	to	him	and	his	students.			
Tina	
	
	 Journey	to	music	education.	Tina	began	her	life	in	music	the	way	many	children	do,	by	joining	the	school	band.	But	for	Tina,	one	instrument	was	not	enough.	She	started	with	clarinet	because	her	sister	also	played	it,	but	“then	my	sister	wanted	to	play	the	violin,	so	I	was	like,	‘I	want	to	play	the	violin	too.’	So	I	picked	that	up”	(Tina1).	She	continued	to	play	both	instruments	through	high	school,	although	she	eventually	focused	on	the	clarinet.	The	addition	of	piano	lessons	made	for	a	very	busy	musical	childhood.	Throughout	middle	and	high	school,	she	immersed	herself	primarily	in	band	and	chamber	music.	She	joined	a	local	select	youth	symphony	on	the	clarinet,	as	well	as	playing	in	the	high	school	band	and	orchestra.	Outside	of	school,	she	pursued	chamber	music	opportunities	with	friends	and	classmates.	“That	was	my	theme	for	my	senior	year	as	orchestra	president.	For	me	it	was	all	about	chamber	music—woodwind	quintets,	trios,	duets.	Anybody	want	to	play	with	me?	Let’s	play	after	school”	(Tina1,	p.	4).	Although	she	demonstrated	independence	as	a	young	musician,	there	was	one	area	in	which	she	felt	constrained.	
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I	felt	very	attached	to	the	notes	on	the	page.	There’s	security	in	knowing	what’s	coming	next	in	your	notes,	so	if	you	know	that	this	is	what	I’m	supposed	to	play,	you	know	what’s	right	and	wrong.	It’s	pretty	black	and	white	in	that	way.	It’s	comfortable	having	that	surrounding.	(Tina1)		 Closely	correlated	with	this	dependence	on	notation	is	the	fact	that	Tina	had	no	experience	with	improvisation	as	a	secondary	school	student.	She,	like	many	students	(and	teachers),	associated	improvisation	with	jazz.	Also,	because	she	did	not	play	a	typical	jazz	instrument,	she	considered	improvisation	both	irrelevant	and	intimidating.	“[Improvisation]	was	really	something	that	I	just	didn’t	do	because	I	didn’t	do	jazz.	I	probably	didn’t	approach	jazz	to	play	because	I	knew	you	had	to	improvise,	and	I	was	probably	intimidated”	(Tina1).	Continuing	into	college,	where	she	majored	on	clarinet,	she	had	minimal	experience	with	improvising.	During	her	undergraduate	and	master’s	degree	she	explored	jazz,	but	mostly	out	of	a	sense	of	obligation.	“I	think	I	did	it	mostly	because	I	might	have	to	teach	jazz	when	I’m	a	teacher”	(Tina1).	She	took	jazz	clarinet	lessons	during	her	undergraduate	study	with	a	jazz	teacher	but	“I	don’t	think	we	ever	really	talked	about	chord	progressions	or	had	to	read	them.	We	read	it	out	of	etude	books,	and	we	kind	of	just	learned	the	vocabulary”	(Tina1).	Still,	Tina	continued	to	dutifully	study	jazz	instruction	while	working	on	her	master’s	degree.	She	took	two	semesters	of	lessons	with	a	top	jazz	educator.	These	lessons	helped	her	develop	some	skills	in	improvisation,	but	did	not	instill	in	her	a	sense	of	efficacy	towards	improvisation.	
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I	think	sometimes	it’s	intimidating	when	you	have	a	teacher	who’s	playing	like	that.	You’re	like,	‘whoa,	I	can’t	sound	like	that.	There’s	no	way.’	You	try,	and	you’re	supposed	to	be	this	well-trained	clarinet	player	and	you	can’t	get	around	the	instrument	because	you	just	can’t	figure	out	where	to	put	your	fingers.	You	might	hear	it.	I	remember,	I	hear	it	but	I	can’t	play	it	because	I	don’t	have	that	connection	with	my	instrument	yet.	(Tina1)			 One	year	out	of	her	undergraduate	studies,	while	pursuing	her	first	master’s	degree,	Tina	applied	for	and	won	a	position	teaching	middle	school	and	high	school	band	at	her	alma	mater.	She	taught	there	for	seven	years.	During	the	first	couple	of	years	she	worked	on	developing	her	skills	as	a	band	teacher,	not	thinking	about	using	improvisation	much	at	all	in	her	classroom.	The	very	beginning	when	you’re	teaching,	you’re	just	getting	your	foot	in	the	water	trying	to	establish	yourself	as	a	teacher.	So	definitely	the	first	two	years	[improvisation]	wasn’t	a	part	of	my	curriculum.	It	wasn’t	something	that	I	felt	I	had	to	do.	I	mean,	I	knew	in	the	back	of	my	head,	I	should	teach	improv	because	it’s	one	of	the	national	standards.	But	it	wasn’t	something	that	I	said,	‘Okay,	this	is	very	important,	I’ve	got	to	do	it.’	(Tina3)	Tina’s	perspective	and	teaching	practice	changed	when,	a	few	years	into	her	career,	she	was	introduced	to	a	professor	at	Columbia	University.	It	was	through	her	time	working	with	him	that	she	came	to	understand	that	improvisation	was	appropriate	and	valuable	for	all	types	of	music	education,	not	only	jazz.	It	was	during	this	time	
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that	she	began	using	improvisation	in	her	band	classes.	
	 Incorporating	improvisation.	A	longtime	jazz	educator	at	Columbia	University’s	Teachers	College	came	to	Tina’s	school	to	work	with	the	music	teachers	on	utilizing	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	He	led	workshops,	taught	lessons,	and	demonstrated	to	the	teachers	how	to	include	improvisation	in	their	classrooms.	His	focus	was	improvisation	for	all	students,	not	just	the	jazz	students,	and	he	encouraged	the	teachers	to	use	improvisation	in	their	band,	orchestra,	and	chorus	classes.	I	was	gung	ho	for	it,	but	I	said	to	him,	“I	have	a	problem	and	you	have	to	solve	this	before	I’m	willing	to	do	this	with	you.“	He	said,	“sure	what	is	it?“	I	said,	“I	don’t	improvise	and	I	don’t	feel	comfortable	teaching	them	unless	I	feel	comfortable	doing	it.	My	background	is	not	very	strong.	I	don’t	know	too	much	about	it.“	(Tina1)	He	was	happy	to	help	Tina,	and	she	sat	in	while	he	worked	with	the	orchestra	students.	She	considered	herself	another	student	in	the	class	and	watched	him	work	with	the	students	throughout	an	entire	year.	She	explained	that	“I	felt	much	more	comfortable	by	using	his	process”	(Tina1).	The	second	year	she	took	more	control	of	the	lessons,	although	as	she	describes,	“I	had	my	hand	held	the	entire	time,	basically”	(Tina1).		 According	to	Tina,	he	was	very	involved	and	responsive	to	the	needs	of	the	teachers	he	was	working	with.	He	would	work	with	whichever	students	the	teachers	chose,	in	whichever	setting.	Tina	allowed	her	students	to	volunteer	for	the	unit,	and	
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many	did.	The	entire	process	was	predicated	on	the	idea	that	students	need	to	feel	comfortable	in	order	to	be	willing	and	able	to	improvise.	The	experience	was	a	very	positive	one,	for	Tina	and	her	students,	and	it	convinced	her	that	improvisation	was	something	her	band	students	needed	to	experience.	She	remembered	feeling	“very	excited”	and	“much	more	confident	in	my	skills	in	teaching	[improvisation]	and	explaining	it”	(Tina2).	She	credited	her	confidence	to	the	clear,	step-by-step	curriculum	and	method	she	saw	modeled.	Soon	she	was	trying	to	apply	this	method	in	her	band	classes.			 She	expressed	excitement	at	seeing	students	become	comfortable	with	improvising,	especially	in	a	non-jazz	context.	She	also	expressed,	repeatedly,	how	important	it	was	to	her	that	she	feel	more	comfortable	and	confident	improvising,	and	this	confidence	translated	to	the	kids.	“I	definitely	felt	like	for	some	of	these	kids,	you	could	really	see	a	difference	in	them.	The	way	they	played	their	instruments,	the	way	they	looked	at	music	and	improvisation,	there	was	tremendous	growth”	(Tina3).	She	continued	using	improvisation	in	the	classroom	after	that	point,	even	including	it	during	a	performance.		The	improvisation	was	well	received	by	parents,	describing	feedback	as	“fantastic.”	“They	loved	the	fact	that	their	kids	were	improvising”	(Tina2).	Colleagues	and	administration	were	also	supportive,	although	her	colleagues	did	not	pursue	improvisation	once	the	workshops	ended.	Her	principal	was	very	encouraging,	but	she	said	that	her	colleagues	“just	felt	it	was	too	much	time	taken	out	of	their	performance	time,	getting	students	prepared	for	their	concerts”	(Tina3).	
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She	continued	to	describe	their	attitude	as,	“That’s	good	[that]	you	can	do	it.	That’s	great	for	your	kids,	but	I	don’t	need	to	do	it	with	my	kids”	(Tina3).	Despite	her	colleagues’	ambivalence,	Tina	was	convinced	of	the	benefit	to	her	students.	She	felt	that	the	students	who	were	less	advanced	on	their	instruments	were	able	to	enjoy	the	change	of	pace,	while	others	were	challenged	and	exposed	to	skills	they	did	not	even	know	they	could	develop.	For	some	students,	the	experience	was	even	more	impactful.	I	still	remember	the	student	that	ended	up	auditioning	for	the	military	bands	on	bassoon,	and	it	changed	her	life	because	she	became	so	much	more	confident	on	her	instrument	and	composing.	She	was	always	that	awkward	kid	who	maybe	didn’t	quite	fit	in,	but	[improvising	and	composing]	was	really	her	thing.	She	got	into	it.	It	wasn’t	like	she	had	to	play	jazz	because	she	didn’t	want	to,	but	she	could	compose,	and	she	could	write	in	a	classical	manner	that	helped	her	express	herself.	I	thought	it	was	really	wonderful	for	that.	(Tina2)		 		 After	seven	years	teaching	at	her	alma	mater,	Tina	decided	to	move	to	a	new	district	and	teach	high	school	band.	She	brought	with	her	the	desire	to	include	improvisation	and	composition	in	her	teaching.	One	of	her	endeavors	was	developing	an	independent	project	that	required	students	to	improvise	and	compose.	The	project	involved	learning	chord	progressions,	writing	riffs,	and	eventually	improvising	over	simple	chord	progressions.	The	students	worked	on	the	
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project	during	their	sectionals	and	independently	at	home.	The	project	was	completed	over	the	course	of	a	quarter.	Tina	found	it	to	be	a	success	in	developing	students’	improvisation	skills	and	exposing	them	to	new	knowledge.			 Tina	faced	some	resistance	from	students	during	the	project,	but	what	she	did	get	she	was	able	to	confidently	address.	She	explained	that	improvisation	would	help	them	get	more	comfortable	with	their	instruments,	and	would	also	help	develop	them	as	well-rounded	musicians.	Parents,	colleagues	and	administration	were	either	supportive	or	ambivalent.	Parents	had	a	very	positive	reaction,	as	did	Tina’s	principal.	Some	parents	told	her	that	they	enjoyed	having	kids	“jamming”	at	their	house.	Once	again,	her	colleagues	were	less	convinced,	but	rather	than	be	discouraged	by	that,	Tina	aimed	to	convince	them	to	participate	with	her.	Describing	one	colleague’s	interest,	she	said,	“he	has	no	interest	in	what	I	do.	His	philosophy	is	very	different	from	mine	in	terms	of	what	you	need	to	teach	the	students”	(Tina2).		Tina	planned	to	continue	including	improvisation	in	her	classes,	and	was	also	looking	for	new	ways	to	incorporate	it	into	her	teaching.	She	was	thinking	about	ways	she	can	incorporate	improvisation	into	learning	scales,	among	other	things.	Tina	did	not	plan	to	include	improvisation	on	a	daily	basis	or	necessarily	make	it	a	central	part	of	her	band	program,	but	she	did	intend	to	keep	it	in	her	life	as	well	as	in	her	teaching.	More	than	anything,	she	better	understood	improvisation’s	value	and	usefulness	to	all	musicians,	not	just	those	in	the	jazz	world.	
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Amy	
	
	 Journey	to	music	education.	Music	played	a	role	in	Amy’s	life	from	early	on,	yet	her	journey	towards	music	education	was	not	quick	or	direct.	She	decided	to	join	the	school	band,	and	wanted	to	play	the	French	horn,	but	practical	matters	initially	prevented	that.	“We	went	to	the	music	store	and	the	French	horn	was	not	available	to	rent.	You	had	to	buy	it,	so	[my	mom]	said,	‘We’ll	do	trumpet	instead’”	(Amy1).	She	took	to	the	trumpet	immediately.	“I	loved	it.	I	practiced	every	day.	I	just	loved	playing	it”	(Amy1).	During	her	seventh-grade	year,	her	band	teacher	suggested	she	switch	to	French	horn.	She	switched	in	the	middle	of	the	year,	and	knew	right	away	that	this	was	something	she	wanted	to	spend	her	life	doing.	“I	knew	from	a	very	early	age	this	is	what	I	wanted	to	do.	I	wanted	to	be	a	professional	horn	player…I	always	was	just	really	driven	to	want	to	pursue	it”	(Amy1).			 Amy	did	pursue	it.	She	was	a	self-described	“band	nerd”	(Amy	1),	participating	in	marching	band	and	chamber	music	in	addition	to	the	concert	band	program.	She	described	that	“all	of	my	sophomore	and	junior	year	of	high	school	was	driven	towards	‘where	am	I	going	to	go	[to	school]	and	who	am	I	going	to	study	with?’”	(Amy1).	She	decided	to	go	to	a	large	west	coast	university	with	a	stellar	music	program,	and	earned	a	degree	in	horn	performance.			 To	this	point,	none	of	her	music	education	had	included	improvisation	instruction,	even	though	improvising	was	a	skill	that	interested	her.	She	enjoyed	playing	by	ear	and	as	a	young	musician	remembers	trying	that.	“I	[played	by	ear]	with	all	of	the	musicals	that	I	listened	to.	I	would	just	figure	that	stuff	all	out	by	ear	
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and	play	along	.	.	.	learned	all	the	melodies	and	stuff	like	that.	I	really	enjoyed	figuring	that	stuff	out.”	(Amy1)	She	did	not	play	in	the	jazz	band	in	school,	and	none	of	her	private	teachers	used	improvisation	in	her	lessons.			 While	attending	the	university,	Amy	showed	a	keen	interest	in	learning	many	styles	of	music,	as	well	as	attempting	to	improvise	and	play	by	ear.	She	got	connected	to	the	jazz	program	at	her	school,	and	found	herself	“really	drawn	to	it	and	those	players.	It	was	just	such	a	different	environment	than	an	orchestral	or	band	experience”	(Amy1).	She	asked	those	in	charge	of	the	jazz	bands	to	write	parts	for	her,	showing	a	willingness	to	do	whatever	needed	in	order	to	participate.	“I’ll	play	trombone	parts,	I	don’t	care.	Just	let	me	play”	(Amy1).		 	Even	with	this	exposure	to	the	jazz	world,	Amy	did	no	improvising,	and	received	no	instruction	or	guidance	in	how	to	improvise.	Her	horn	teacher	at	university	also	had	improvisation	experience,	but	did	not	offer	her	much	instruction.	She	remembered	wanting	to	learn	about	improvisation:	I	thought	it	was	so	cool	how	people	could	make	up	music	on	the	spot,	and	I	wanted	to	learn	how	to	do	that.	I	just	didn’t	have	any	clear	instruction	on	how	to	get	there,	and	I	just	wasn’t	around	the	musicians	that	could	show	me	or	teach	me,	and	I	wasn’t	in	an	environment	where	it	was	really	conducive	to	that	at	all	(Amy2)	She	sought	out	her	high	school	music	teacher,	who	told	her	to	“go	listen	to	some	trumpet	solos	and	try	to	figure	them	out	and	transcribe	them”	Amy1).	She	did	that,	but	with	no	direction	or	guidance,	she	felt	that	improvisation	did	not	connect	with	
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her.		 Upon	graduating	from	college,	Amy	auditioned	for	and	won	a	chair	in	an	orchestra	overseas,	where	she	lived	and	played	for	one	year.	During	this	time	she	applied	to	graduate	schools.	She	was	still	only	considering	being	a	professional	horn	player	and	was	not	interested	in	teaching.	She	was	accepted	to	the	horn	studio	of	a	top	east	coast	school,	so	after	one	year	overseas	she	began	a	master’s	degree	in	horn	performance.	It	is	here	that	her	perceptions	of	improvisation	as	well	as	music	teaching	and	learning	began	to	change.	A	single	professor	was	largely	responsible	for	prompting	these	changes,	which	began	with	an	introduction	to	music	education	class.	 I	had	to	take	this	music	ed	class,	and	I	had	never	taken	one,	and	I	didn’t	know	anything	about	what	this	class	would	be	like.	Really,	that’s	what	blew	up	my	world	to	the	idea	of	using	improvisation	or	thinking	like	an	improviser	as	a	performer	myself	first.	(Amy1)	During	this	class,	the	professor	required	students	to	learn	songs	on	recorder,	so	that	students	had	the	experience	of	being	a	beginner	on	an	instrument.	They	learned	the	melody	and	bass	lines	for	folk	tunes,	and	eventually	improvised	on	the	song	on	their	recorders.	Amy	credits	this	professor	for	helping	her	overcome	some	initial	hesitations	with	improvisation.	He’s	really	good	at	creating	an	environment	that	I	felt	really	comfortable	taking	risks.	Which	is	very	hard	I	think	for	me	to	do	a	lot	of	times	in	classes,	probably	for	most	people	too.	You	want	to	protect	yourself	and	not	throw	
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yourself	out	there	too	much	or	look	stupid	or	whatever.	He	created	a	really,	really	cool	environment	for	learning	and	trying.	(Amy1)	After	this	experience,	Amy	reflected	on	how	she	had	learned	music,	which	in	turn	caused	her	to	consider	teaching	as	a	part	of	her	professional	work.	It	blew	up	my	mind	to	think	that,	‘Wow,	this	is	how	you	learn.’	This	is	how	we	learn	music	and	this	is	how	it	can	be	taught.	It	doesn’t	matter	what	environment	you’re	in.	[This	class	was]	my	first	real	[indication]	that	I’m	interested	in	teaching,	really.	Wow,	this	is	cool	and	I	can	learn	this.	I	can	do	this	with	other	people	and	it	might	be	a	much	more	meaningful	experience	than	my	own	formal	learning	experiences.	(Amy1)	Amy	completed	her	master’s	degree	and	applied	to	a	number	of	different	positions.	Most	of	these	were	performance	opportunities,	many	in	orchestra	settings.	Although	she	only	applied	for	one	teaching	position,	it	was	the	one	she	ultimately	accepted.	The	position	was	to	teach	a	horn	studio	at	a	university	overseas.	She	taught	there	for	two	years.	“Then	I	really	fell	in	love	with	teaching.	I	was	like,	‘This	is	really	cool	and	I	can	still	play.’	I	just	loved	the	combination.”	(Amy1)		 Amy’s	love	for	both	teaching	and	performing	led	her	back	to	the	same	school	where	she	completed	her	masters	to	work	on	a	Doctor	of	Musical	Arts	(DMA)	degree	in	music	performance	and	education.	She	was	drawn	to	the	professor	who	had	“blown	up	her	mind”	as	well	as	the	possibility	of	combining	performance	and	education.	Amy	completed	the	DMA	and	moved	out	west	where	she	took	a	job	teaching	middle	and	high	school	instrumental	music	at	a	small,	private,	all-girls	
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school.	The	job	is	a	three-quarter	position,	which	allows	her	to	keep	a	horn	studio	and	perform	on	a	freelance	basis.	Armed	with	both	skills	and	a	passion	for	improvisation,	Amy	incorporated	it	from	the	beginning	of	her	school	teaching	career.		 Incorporating	improvisation.	After	her	seminal	educational	and	improvisation	experiences	in	graduate	school,	she	knew	that	improvisation	would	have	to	be	part	of	her	teaching	practice.	She	expressed	that	there	was	no	question	in	her	mind	about	whether	or	not	to	include	improvisation,	or	even	how.	All	of	that	had	been	settled	during	her	education.	Rather,	she	came	to	her	secondary	school	teaching	career	with	the	mindset	of	“this	is	how	we	learn	music.	This	is	a	fundamental	part	of	music	learning	to	me”	(Amy2).		 When	starting	this	first	job,	Amy	entered	into	a	situation	in	which	there	was	a	fledgling	program,	and	one	that	was	open	to	her	desire	to	teach	in	an	unorthodox	manner.	The	program	had	no	full-time	teachers,	and	the	school	culture	(an	elite	all-girls	private	school	on	the	west	coast)	was	one	of	encouraging	innovation	and	“forward	thinking,	where	[you	can]	try	things	out	and	see	if	it	works.	If	it	doesn’t	work,	change	it”	(Amy1).	She	entered	with	confidence	in	her	approach,	saying	“this	is	how	we	learn,	and	it’ll	evolve”	(Amy2).		 Amy	began	by	being	very	open	to	using	songs	from	various	styles,	and	choosing	music	based	on	the	skills	she	wanted	the	students	to	learn.	She	focused	on	repertoire,	choosing	songs	with	her	sixth	and	seventh	grade	classes	that	would	be	appropriate	and	interesting	to	her	students	and	herself.	She	began	with	three	note	
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songs,	such	as	Hot	Cross	Buns.	When	teaching	a	new	song,	Amy	developed	a	clear	process	of	introducing	it	to	her	students,	and	then	expanding	upon	it.	She	started	with	singing	the	tune,	and	did	not	initially	introduce	notation.	Students	learned	the	tunes	using	movable-do	solfege,	and	then	learned	to	play	it	on	their	instruments.	Because	they	knew	the	song	in	solfege,	they	were	able	to	play	it	in	multiple	keys,	all	without	notation.	Amy	found	that	this	way	of	teaching	lent	itself	to	a	lot	more	flexibility	towards	various	ability	levels,	and	allowed	her	to	cover	a	lot	of	material.	It	also	allows	for	more	freedom	“to	give	individual	instruction,	and	for	the	students	to	learn	at	their	own	pace,	than	if	we	were	sitting	in	a	traditional	environment”	(Amy2).	She	felt	that	this	method	of	teaching	and	learning	develops	the	total	musicianship	of	the	students	and	allowed	them	to	cover	a	lot	of	repertoire	with	only	two	days	a	week	of	instruction.		 When	she	first	arrived	at	the	school	and	began	teaching	music	this	way,	the	reaction	from	students	and	their	parents	was	mixed.	She	recalled	not	all	feedback	being	positive,	with	one	parent	asking	if	her	daughter	could	just	go	practice	her	violin	by	herself,	describing	Amy’s	classroom	activities	as	“so	beneath	her”	(Amy2).	Other	students,	when	responding	to	a	survey	at	the	end	of	the	class,	indicated	that	Amy’s	expectations	were	too	high,	and	that	the	class	was	too	hard.	She	described	that	initial	feedback	as	about	half	positive,	with	the	other	half	saying	something	like	“What	is	going	on?	I	am	so	overwhelmed”	(Amy2).			 Over	time,	Amy	determined	ways	to	engage	and	help	the	students	who	were	struggling	or	unsure	about	this	new	way	of	learning	music.	Mostly,	she	said	she	just	
97	
 
slowed	down.	“I	gave	them	more	time.	I	started	giving	them	practice	time	in	class,	or	giving	them	group	practice	time”	(Amy2).	She	found	that	eventually,	her	students	were	able	to	understand	and	engage	with	the	material	she	taught	them.	She	was	able	to	help	struggling	students	by	working	with	them	individually,	often	focusing	on	singing.	“I	don’t	find	that	it’s	helpful	to	work	on	the	instrument	if	they	can’t	sing.	Usually	it’s	a	singing	issue.	If	they	can	sing	it	they	can	play	it”	(Amy3).	Amy	was	also	committed	to	differentiated	instruction,	allowing	her	students	to	engage	with	her	instruction	in	a	manner	that	is	appropriate	to	their	abilities.	Some	girls	are	going	to	be	all	about	improvising	their	own	melodies	and	jumping	on	it.	That’s	cool.	Some	won’t	and	that’s	cool	too.	Everyone’s	at	their	different	level.	I	want	to	respect	that.	I	don’t	want	to	make	anyone	uncomfortable…If	I	assign	them	this	one	note	and	you’re	going	to	do	some	rhythm	on	it,	they	do	it.	I	haven’t	had	too	much	like,	‘No,	I’m	not.’	If	they’re	struggling	on	their	instrument,	‘Okay,	then	you’re	just	going	to	sing.	You’re	going	to	sing	that	note.	Let’s	do	it	on	the	piano.’	To	get	them	involved.	That’s	what’s	so	cool	about	improvisation;	you	can	engage	everybody	in	some	way.	(Amy3)	Even	with	this	flexible	approach	to	teaching	and	learning,	Amy	felt	like	the	performance	standard	of	her	program	was	just	as	high	as	a	more	traditional	program,	describing	her	students’	performances	as	the	same,	or	better,	than	they	would	be	if	she	taught	in	a	more	traditional	way.	She	felt	they	perform	at	a	high	level	“because	they’re	listening	and	interacting	with	each	other	much	differently,	and	
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they’re	in	a	smaller	group	setting,	too.	They	have	to	take	more	ownership	over	their	musicianship	when	they’re	performing	in	small	groups”	(Amy2).			 She	has	also	been	fortunate	to	be	in	an	open	and	flexible	place.	She	had	freedom	with	designing	student	performances,	and	as	such,	varies	what	her	students	perform.	The	feedback	from	parents,	colleagues,	and	administrators	has	been	very	positive	and	supportive.	She	described	parents	as	being	“so	impressed”	and	knowing	“that	what	they’re	doing	is	meaningful”	(Amy3).	She	described	her	colleagues	as	“supportive,	curious,	and	interested.	They	had	never	seen	music	being	taught	the	way	I	was	introducing	it,	so	they	were	very	interested	in	what	I	was	doing	and	why”	(Amy2).	She	said	she	is	fortunate	to	be	in	a	school	where	her	colleagues	are	all	“really	trying	to	do	things	that	are	different,	and	engage	students	differently	than	the	traditional	way	we	all	learned	ourselves”	(Amy	2).	As	such,	she	felt	that	her	methods,	including	improvisation,	fit	in	well,	and	she	reported	getting	“a	lot	of	really	encouraging,	positive	support	that	first	semester,	for	sure”	(Amy2).		 The	one	area	of	Amy’s	teaching	where	she	did	encounter	some	prolonged	hurdles	and	difficulties	with	including	improvisation	was	in	the	high	school	mixed	instrumental	ensemble	that	she	directs.	The	group	was	very	small,	with	only	six	or	seven	girls	initially.	Amy	described	trying	to	do	“a	lot	of	improvisation”	with	them,	but	the	feedback	“was	not	good.	They	were	not	into	that”	(Amy	3).	She	said	she	“scaled	way	back”	on	her	improvisation	and	directed	them	like	a	traditional	ensemble	for	the	first	few	years.	Even	with	the	difficulties	with	this	older	group,	Amy	has	found	ways	to	incorporate	her	methods.	She	has	been	able	to	incorporate	
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different	styles	of	music,	and	used	plenty	of	learning	by	ear.	“We’ve	done	Mozart	by	ear.	We’ve	done	pop	songs	by	ear,	arranging	in	a	group	setting”	(Amy3).	In	addition	to	being	a	valuable	activity,	Amy	described	learning	this	way	as	having	practical	advantages	as	well.	“For	an	ensemble	with	an	odd	instrumentation	where	I’m	having	to	constantly	arrange	stuff	anyway,	it’s	more	practical	for	the	girls	to	figure	out	their	own	parts”	(Amy3).		 Amy	did	not	begin	her	musical	life	as	an	improviser,	but	eventually	grew	to	a	place	where	she	cannot	imagine	engaging	with	music	in	any	other	way.		I	feel	like	I’ve	evolved	as	a	musician.	How	I’ve	grown	as	a	musician	is	being	able	to	interact	with	music	in	this	heightened	way	that	I	wasn’t	engaging	with	it	before.	I	loved	it	before	and	I	subconsciously	was	trying	to	engage	with	it	in	that	way	but	I	didn’t	know	how	to	describe	that	or	engage	with	it	in	that	way.	It’s	who	I	am	now,	for	sure.	(Amy3)		As	she	continued	on	in	her	emerging	career,	she	wanted	to	continue	to	grow	and	evolve	both	as	a	musician	and	a	teacher.	She	was	certain	that	improvisation	would	remain	a	central	part	of	her	musical	life.	
	
Ryan	
	
	 Journey	to	music	education.	While	growing	up	on	Long	Island,	New	York,	Ryan	got	a	very	early	start	in	instrumental	music.	He	began	playing	cello	at	age	5,	and	quickly	advanced	to	impressive	levels	of	achievement.	He	started	with	a	private	teacher,	joined	the	school	orchestra	once	he	was	old	enough,	and	by	fifth	grade	was	
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performing	music	at	level	VI	(the	highest	level)	as	determined	by	the	New	York	State	School	Music	Association	(NYSSMA).	Ryan	played	in	many	honors	and	all-county	ensembles	and	composed	his	own	music,	some	of	which	was	performed	by	local	orchestras.	Ryan	had	a	few	forays	into	jazz	and	improvisation.	My	senior	year	when	I	joined	chorus	I	also	joined	the	vocal	jazz	ensemble.	That	was	my	first	foray	into	that	genre.	As	a	cellist	you	don’t	have	much	of	an	encounter	of	jazz	at	all.	Part	of	my	compositional	process	was	to	sit	with	the	cello—because	again	I	wasn’t	a	pianist,	and	I	didn’t	have	a	piano—to	sit	with	the	cello	and	start	to	try	to	play.	To	basically	improvise.	If	I	had	a	melodic	fragment	that	ended	up	being	good	I	would	dash	to	the	computer	and	type	it	in	and	then	go	back	to	the	cello.	That	was	the	beginning	of	my	experience	with	improvisation.	(Ryan	1)		Ryan	had	no	formal	improvisation	instruction	or	participation	during	his	high	school	years.	Ryan	recalled	an	uncomfortable	experience	with	improvisation.	Early	on	in	his	time	at	a	top	east	coast	music	conservatory,	he	attended	the	state’s	music	education	annual	conference	with	the	rest	of	the	music	education	majors.	There	was	a	workshop	about	improvisation	and	there	was	a	go	around	the	room	and	if	you	feel	comfortable,	try	to	play	something.	I	remember	falling	flat	on	my	face	and	improvising	horribly	because	I	had	no	experience	whatsoever	in	improvising…It	was	so	far	outside	my	experience	that	I	tried	it	but	was	immediately	self-conscious	about	doing	it…I	think	in	the	back	of	my	
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head	was	that	idea	that	improvisation	doesn’t	belong	in	the	orchestra.	They’re	two	separate	worlds.	What	was	I	thinking?	I	wouldn’t	say	I	felt	negatively	about	me	improvising	so	much	as	I	felt	negatively	about	me	improvising	on	the	cello.	It	didn’t	seem	like	a	natural	fit.	(Ryan1)			 Apart	from	that	single	experience,	Ryan	had	no	engagement	with	improvisation	in	his	college	experience.	He	earned	a	double	major	in	music	education	and	cello	performance,	with	a	minor	in	composition.	Despite	his	varied	studies,	he	never	again	came	across	improvisation	or	music	outside	of	the	Western	art	music	tradition	as	part	of	his	formal	education.		 Upon	graduation,	Ryan	knew	he	wanted	to	teach	and	immediately	after	graduating	he	secured	a	job	teaching	high	school	orchestra	in	a	relatively	large	district	in	Suffolk	County,	Long	Island.	He	describes	being	conscious	of	not	changing	much	during	his	first	year,	wanting	to	“keep	the	continuity	of	the	program”	and	“earn	the	trust	of	the	students”	(Ryan1).	As	time	went	on	and	he	settled	into	his	position,	Ryan	retained	a	relatively	narrow	focus	on	traditional	orchestral	music	and	etudes.	At	the	prompting	of	his	colleagues,	he	took	two	orchestras	to	the	NYSSMA	major	organization	festival.	Ryan	described	the	conductor	of	the	top	wind	ensemble	at	his	school	as	“a	force	of	nature”	and	a	“living	legend	type”	(Ryan1).	Upon	his	influence	and	perceived	pressure,	Ryan	aimed	to	get	more	involved	in	NYSSMA	festivals	like	the	band	and	choir	director	at	his	school.	“The	pressure	was	there,”	he	explained.	“In	this	world	of	test	scores,	here	was	your	test	score.	Here	was	your	
102	
 
objective.	This	is	what	we	are,	this	is	the	label”	(Ryan1).	Ryan	seemed	to	accept	that	NYSSMA	evaluations	were	essential	to	his	program.	After	almost	a	decade	of	taking	his	groups	for	the	“rigorous	evaluations”	of	NYSSMA	large	ensemble	festivals,	Ryan	decided	to	possibly	give	up	going	in	favor	of	other	activities.	I’ve	successfully	talked	my	colleagues	around	to	the	way	of	thinking	that	isn’t	it	okay	that	we	exist	for	our	own	sake?	Don’t	we	have	opportunities	to	do	other	exciting	things	if	we’re	not	hamstrung	by	this?	We	do	collaborative	things	together.	We	do	a	pops	concert.	We	do	three	concerts	a	year.	(Ryan1)	Even	before	this	change	of	attitude	regarding	the	focus	and	purpose	of	his	program,	Ryan	was	willing	to	include	unorthodox	material	into	his	curriculum.	He	typically	tried	to	have	his	groups	perform	one	jazz	tune	during	the	annual	pops	concert,	but	found	that	literature	was	scarce	for	string	orchestral	jazz	pieces.	One	year	he	remembered	performing	“Sing,	Sing,	Sing”	with	one	of	the	ensembles,	and	the	arrangement	provided	space	for	improvisation.	That	was	Ryan’s	first	foray	into	attempting	improvisation	with	one	of	his	ensembles.	Even	then	he	remembers	experiencing	some	resistance	from	the	students.	“Not	resistance	to	the	idea	of	doing	it,	but	resistance	from	the	fact	that	they	had	no	experience	with	it	and	it	was	totally	foreign”	(Ryan1).	He	expressed	that	it	was	difficult	to	ask	students	to	“jump	totally	out	of	their	comfort	zone	and	take	a	risk	that	they’re	going	to	sound	bad”	(Ryan11).		 These	struggles—both	to	find	good	literature	and	to	encourage	his	students	to	attempt	improvisation—would	foreshadow	similar	struggles	when	Ryan	would	later	attempt	to	more	fully	utilize	jazz	and	improvisation	into	his	program.	
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	 Incorporating	improvisation.	Unlike	many	of	the	other	participants	in	this	study,	Ryan’s	decision	to	use	improvisation	in	his	teaching	was	not	brought	about	by	an	impactful	experience	such	as	a	class	or	workshop	with	a	master	teacher.	Rather,	Ryan’s	decision	was	primarily	one	of	practicality.	He	was	having	difficulty	attracting	his	best	players	to	his	extra-curricular	chamber	music	group,	because	the	level	of	music	the	group	played	was	not	as	challenging	as	what	his	top	in-school	group	was	able	to	perform.	He	also	noticed	that	during	concerts	of	the	extra-curricular	groups,	the	jazz	band	and	jazz	choir	were	much	more	well-received	than	the	chamber	orchestra.	He	decided	to	convert	the	extra-curricular	group	to	a	jazz	orchestra,	for	two	reasons.	He	wanted	to	“bring	in	hopefully	a	little	more	excitement	from	the	community	and	the	parents,”	and	he	also	hoped	to	provide	his	students	with	“an	opportunity	to	work	on	a	genre	of	music	they’re	really	not	exposed	to	with	string	players.	It	was	going	to	give	my	most	talented	students	a	reason	to	want	to	come	in	the	evening	to	do	something	different”	(Ryan2).	Even	with	this	decision,	Ryan	did	not	immediately	decide	to	include	improvisation	as	part	of	this	group’s	repertoire.	He	had	difficulty	finding	jazz	arrangements	for	string	orchestra	that	both	included	improvisation,	and	also	at	a	level	that	was	accessible	to	students	who	had	never	improvised	before.	Initially,	he	considered	not	using	improvisation	in	the	group.		 Ryan	was	influenced	to	include	improvisation	in	his	new	jazz	orchestra	by	his	school’s	music	theory	teacher,	who	was	also	a	jazz	pianist	and	felt	strongly	about	improvising	rather	than	playing	written	solos.	He	would	always	kind	of	turn	up	his	nose	a	little	bit	when	we	were	doing	
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written	solos	and	not	improvising.	Was	kind	of	semi	on	board	with	the	whole	idea	of	doing	jazz	with	a	string	group	but	definitely	had	some	ideas	about	where	it	could	go.	I	felt	there	was	a	vital	component	missing	if	all	the	kids	were	doing	were	reading	the	pre-written	solos.	I	wanted	to	include	improvisation.	I	felt	it	was	important.	Part	of	that	was	my	own	lack	of	knowledge	in	that	area.	I	felt	it	would	be	a	valuable	thing	for	them	to	get	an	earlier	experience	with.	(Ryan2)		 He	was	certainly	a	big	influence	in	terms	of,	to	do	a	jazz	group	you	have	to	improvise.	It’s	a	big	deal.	It’s	not	something	you	can	just	toss	to	the	side.	He	was	very	convincing	in	swaying	me	in	that	direction.	(Ryan3)		Once	he	had	made	the	decision,	Ryan	pursued	improvisation	devotedly.	He	sought	out	workshops,	and	teachers,	and	anything	he	could	to	help	him	learn	how	to	improvise,	and	how	to	teach	it	to	his	students.	He	brought	in	clinicians	to	work	with	his	students,	and	attended	a	number	of	jazz	workshops,	even	if	they	were	not	specifically	for	string	teachers.	Even	with	this,	Ryan	expressed,	with	some	frustration,	that	he	had	to	teach	himself	a	lot	of	what	he	needed	to	know,	“because	there	is	not	a	whole	lot	out	there”	(Ryan1).	Even	after	learning	more	about	jazz,	he	had	the	task	of	introducing	it	to	his	students,	and	getting	them	to	buy	in	to	improvisation	as	a	worthwhile	activity.	This	proved	to	be	a	challenge.	I	found	right	from	the	beginning	when	I	started	to	broach	the	subject	with	the	students	that	Number	1,	the	kids	who	were	willing	to	improvise	were	
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coming	up	with	solos	that	really	didn’t	sound	good	because	they	didn’t	have	the	knowledge	and	the	expertise.	Number	2,	there	were	very	few	that	were	even	willing	to	do	that	in	front	of	their	classmates,	let	alone	publicly	in	a	performance.	(Ryan2)	Ryan	was	in	the	same	boat	as	someone	who	did	not	have	a	history	with	improvising.	He	tried	to	use	that	to	encourage	the	kids	that	they	were	all	learning	together.	I	was	[improvising]	a	little	bit	and	that	took	me	very	much	outside	of	my	comfort	zone,	and	that’s	something	I	told	the	kids.	I	told	them	I’m	not	an	expert	at	this.	We’re	feeling	our	way	through	this,	and	look	at	me,	I’m	putting	myself	on	the	spot	in	front	of	all	of	you	sort	of	begging	and	pleading	them	to	meet	me	half	way.	(Ryan2)		In	addition,	Ryan	tried	various	methods	to	try	and	develop	improvisation	in	the	ensemble.	He	tried	“mandating”	improvisation	in	rehearsals,	but	said	that	even	then	“there	were	a	sizable	number	of	kids	that	wouldn’t	even	do	that.	Knowing	they	were	going	to	have	to	do	two	bars,	some	of	them	would	dread	those	two	bars	coming	the	whole	rehearsal”	(Ryan2).	Then	when	he	made	it	voluntary,	he	said	even	fewer	students	would	participate.	Ryan	said	students	had	the	attitude	that	“I	can’t	do	this	and	so	I’m	just	going	to	sit	here	and	not	do	it”	(Ryan2).	Despite	this	resistance	from	students,	Ryan	was	persistent	in	his	desire	to	improve	his	teaching	and	help	his	students	learn	as	well	as	he	could.	He	developed	a	consistent	method	and	progression	for	introducing	students	to	improvisation.	He	started	simply,	having	
106	
 
students	play	the	tonic	of	each	chord,	then	improvising	simple	rhythms	on	just	the	tonic,	then	add	a	scale	degree,	then	another,	and	so	on.	Unfortunately,	he	said	that	“the	second	we	would	get	to	anything	where	there	was	real	freedom,	[the	students]	would	clam	up”	(Ryan2).	This	theme	of	students	having	problems	with	the	freedom	of	improvising	was	one	that	Ryan	reiterated	numerous	times.	No	matter	how	many	years	I	did	it	and	how	much	more	comfortable	I	was	teaching	it,	that	roadblock	was	always	there.	The	second	you	got	to	something	where	they	had	any	real	freedom	of	just	creating	a	solo	right	now,	there	was	a	mental	block.	(Ryan2)		Despite	his	best	efforts,	he	felt	that	the	quality	of,	and	enthusiasm	for,	improvisation	never	grew	amongst	his	students.	Even	some	of	his	colleagues	expressed	some	skepticism	that	his	efforts	would	be	fruitful.		Certainly	toward	the	end	of	the	process	when	I	started	having	some	candid	conversations	with	my	colleagues—changing	this,	what	is	your	impression	of	this,	how	does	it	seem	to	be	working—certainly	there	was	a	little	bit	of	that	element	that	yeah	maybe	this	is	not	the	most	natural	fit	for	your	kids	or	for	you	or	for	what’s	going	on.	So	it	was	visible	from	the	outside	even	if	they	weren’t	saying	it	out	loud.	When	I	prompted	them,	certainly,	my	colleagues	seemed	to	agree	that	this	was	an	uphill	battle.	(Ryan	3)	In	the	face	of	this	skepticism,	Ryan	maintained	and	even	increased	his	efforts	to	make	improvisation	work.	This	determination	came,	in	part,	from	his	conviction	
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that	“[improvisation]	had	value	for	them	beyond	just	this	group.	It	would	make	them	a	little	bit	more	comfortable	with	the	full	range	of	their	instruments”	(Ryan2).	He	continued,	“there	were	so	many	upsides	to	it	that	I	didn’t	want	to	throw	in	the	towel”	(Ryan2).		 Far	from	“throwing	in	the	towel,”	Ryan	increased	the	time	and	attention	he	spent	on	improvising,	during	some	rehearsals	using	45	of	the	90	minutes	to	work	on	it.	Ryan	found	that	the	increased	emphasis	on	improvising	did	not	yield	the	dividends	he	had	hoped,	and	even	came	at	the	expense	of	the	quality	of	the	orchestra’s	performance.	Even	with	the	extra	time,	and	the	diminished	performance,	Ryan	did	not	feel	like	the	improvisation	improved	substantially.	This	situation	was	frustrating	for	Ryan.	I’m	accustomed	to	and	I	look	for	a	certain	caliber	of	playing,	of	product	that	I’m	going	to	put	on	stage	and	we	weren’t	close	to	that.	It	was	really	the	first	time,	and	I	was	kind	of	directly	attributing	that	to	all	the	time	I	had	spent	on	improvisation.	Which,	in	the	end,	didn’t	pan	out	because	it	didn’t	make	a	difference	in	the	kid’s	confidence	levels.	I	still	didn’t	have	kids	who	were	comfortable	in	their	own	skin	enough	to	improvise.	At	that	point	it	was	a	little	bit	of	throwing	my	hands	up	and	saying,	‘What	was	the	point?’	(Ryan	2)	Ryan	admitted	that	the	students’	lack	of	confidence	mirrored	his,	although	he	was	careful	to	not	show	that	to	the	students,	and	although	the	students	were,	ironically,	often	intimidated	by	his	improvisations,	even	though	he	never	thought	his	playing	was	very	good	either.	He	said	“Not	once	did	I	ever	improvise,	sit	down	afterward	
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and	say	‘That	was	good.	I	feel	happy	with	that’”	(Ryan3).		 One	distinct	positive	outcome	from	this	journey	into	orchestral	jazz	and	improvisation	was	that	the	audience	typically	responded	very	well.	He	felt	that	jazz	was	more	relatable	for	parents,	and	it	was	a	good	recruiting	tool	for	younger	string	players,	by	showing	them,	“look	at	this	really	cool	stuff	the	high	school	is	doing	even	as	we	were	struggling	to	get	the	improv	off	the	ground”	(Ryan2).			 Ultimately,	these	positive	responses	were	not	enough	to	convince	Ryan	to	stay	with	the	jazz	and	improvisation	format,	and	after	five	years	of	directing	the	jazz	orchestra,	and	attempting	to	both	learn	and	teach	improvisation,	he	decided	to	transition	the	group	back	to	a	traditional	orchestra.	He	had	a	few	reasons	for	this.	First,	he	found	that	what	he	considered	his	most	talented	students	were	not	being	attracted	to	the	orchestra,	which	was	an	original	purpose	of	starting	the	jazz	orchestra.	Second,	he	finally	decided	that	teaching	them	to	improvise,	“which	is	a	skill	that	frankly	they’re	probably	never	going	to	use	after	high	school,”	was	less	worthwhile	than	teaching	chamber	music,	“which	is	something	that	they	will	probably	use	extensively”	(Ryan2).			 Ryan	did	not	plan	on	abandoning	improvisation	entirely.	He	said	he	would	reintroduce	jazz	tunes,	and	with	them	some	improvisation,	into	his	regular	school	orchestras,	but	it	will	definitely	assume	a	much	smaller	role	than	it	has	for	the	previous	five	school	years.		
 	
109	
 
Stephen	
		 Journey	to	music	education.	Like	some	of	the	other	participants,	Stephen	did	not	initially	intend	to	become	a	music	educator.	He	participated	in	music	starting	at	the	age	of	seven,	and	from	almost	the	beginning	he	occupied	what	were,	in	his	mind,	two	very	distinct	musical	worlds.	He	learned	the	violin	in	school,	getting	what	he	called	a	“trained	classical	approach,”	while	at	home	he	said	“I	was	listening	to	rock,	but	I	was	also	learning	guitar	on	my	own,	keyboard	on	my	own”	(Stephen1).	He	remembers	feeling	a	definite	distinction	between	these	two	worlds:	“The	violin	was	a	higher	level	of,	‘Oh,	I	need	to	execute	this	correctly,	and	if	I	don’t	obviously	it’s	not	acceptable,’	and	then	with	rock	music	it	was	like	anything	is	acceptable”	(Stephen1).		 While	he	was	learning	violin	in	school	in	the	classical	tradition,	he	was	also	playing	guitar	and	bass	in	rock	bands	with	his	friends.	These	bands	provided	his	first	glimpse	into	improvisation,	although	that	term	was	not	one	he	even	thought	about.	Stephen	did	get	the	opportunity	for	these	two	worlds	to	combine	when	he	was	in	middle	school	and	played	the	electric	bass	in	the	school	jazz	band.	He	recalled	having	a	chance	to	improvise	occasionally	in	this	setting,	“but	it	wasn’t	like	I	was	formally	instructed.	I	just	remember	doing	my	own	thing,	and	I	got	to	play	the	improvs	when	[the	director]	pointed”	(Stephen1).	Stephen	loved	music	so	much	that	he	decided	to	pursue	it	in	college,	but	he	never	had	any	intention	to	become	a	school	music	teacher.	Rather,	his	desire	was	to	become	a	university	professor.	
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	 He	pursued	and	completed	a	degree	in	violin	performance,	and	during	the	summer	after	his	sophomore	year	his	perceptions	of	his	primary	instrument,	and	its	potential,	completely	changed.	While	in	New	Hampshire	for	a	summer	music	camp,	he	attended	a	party	where	music	he	had	never	heard	before	was	playing.		Lo	and	behold,	on	the	record	player	I	hear	this	music.	It’s	not	classical,	and	I	realize,	I’m	like,	‘Darn,	that	guy	is	improvising!’	I	realize	it	was	Stephane	Grapelli,	French	swing	jazz	player.	And	I	walk	over	to	the	recorder,	and	I’m	just	getting	closer	and	I’m	listening,	and	I’m	like	he’s	amazing.	I’m	just	like,	‘Where	has	this	been	all	my	life?’	Then	I	started	talking	to	[the	host	of	the	party],	she	started	telling	me	about	this	guy.	That	was	the	beginning	when	I	said	why	was	I	never	taught	this?	Like	in	the	jazz	band	with	the	electric	bass,	or	the	guitar,	or	the	piano,	you	can	do	this	with	a	violin.	(Stephen1)		 I	said	to	myself,	why	was	I	not	taught	this?	Why	did	I	not	understand	that	this	could	be	done,	and	those	guys	were	making	music	back	in	like	the	forties	and	I’m	thinking,	this	is	not	new.	This	is	something	that	has	existed	and	we	were	not…I	was	not	taught	this.	I	was	almost	upset.	(Stephen1)		 How	come	they	didn’t	teach	me	this?	And	along	with	that	statement	came	the	next	statement	on	my	mind:	If	I	ever	end	up	teaching	young	people	I’m	going	to	teach	them	how	to	improvise	stuff	like	this.	Not	exactly	like	that	because	that	guy	is	a	very	advanced	player—a	high	level	player—but	I’m	going	to	at	least	give	them	an	opportunity	to	jam	out	because	that	should	be	part	[of	their	experience].	How	can	you	not	teach	kids	this?	That’s	unfair	
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because	the	violin	jams,	it	rocks,	and	I	didn’t	know	that.	That’s	not	fair.	(Stephen1)	This	was	a	dramatic	moment	for	Stephen.	For	the	first	time,	his	two	musical	worlds—that	of	classical	violin	and	improvisatory	rock	and	jazz	playing—were	joined.	Before	this	moment	he	had	never	considered	that	to	be	possible.	And	yet,	this	moment	did	not	represent	a	watershed,	change	of	direction	event	for	Stephen,	regarding	either	his	playing	or	his	desire	to	teach	younger	students.	He	remained	focused	on	becoming	a	legitimate,	professional	violinist.	Upon	graduating	with	a	degree	in	violin	performance,	Stephen	left	Long	Island	and	headed	to	Florida,	eventually	enrolling	at	a	university	there	to	pursue	a	master’s	degree	in	violin	performance.	At	this	point,	all	of	his	playing	and	focus	was	still	completely	within	the	classical	realm,	and	improvisation	was	not	a	part	of	his	work	or	studies.			 After	graduating	with	his	master’s	degree,	he	immediately	headed	to	Texas	to	begin	working	on	a	doctorate.	Although	Stephen	studied	more	modern	music	and	techniques	during	his	doctoral	studies,	there	was	still	little	to	no	improvisation.	I	decide	that	I	want	to	be	more	current	but	I	don’t	think	about	improvisation.	I	think	more	about	modern	electronics.	I	do	my	thesis	in	electro-acoustic	music…I	do	have	private	students	from	time	to	time,	so	I’m	still	a	student	in	college,	but	I	still	teach	privately.	I	am	not	incorporating	improvisation	in	any	form.	(Stephen1)	After	graduation,	Stephen	returned	to	Long	Island	to	work	at	a	small	college,	where	he	directed	a	classical	string	program.	It	was	at	this	point	that	the	next	major	event	
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occurred	to	cause	Stephen	to	reconsider	improvisation.	I	get	there	and	lo	and	behold	I	meet	this	French	swing	violin	player,	and	this	guy	had	a	big	influence	on	me.	What	happened	was	I	was	running	the	classical	portion	while	at	the	same	time	he’s	running	a	sort	of	swing	jazz	program.	We	were	two	different	kinds	of	players.	We	didn’t	step	on	each	other’s	heels.	In	fact	I	respected	the	heck	out	of	him	because	he	was	an	older	man	and	he	could	play	jazz—like,	he	sounded	like	Stephane	Grapelli…Now	I	really	see,	I	can	actually	do	this.	No	longer	is	it	just	something	in	the	back	of	my	mind.	He’s	writing	out	charts,	and	I	can	feasibly	incorporate	this	in	some	way	with	something.	(Stephen1)	Eventually,	Stephen	found	his	overall	position	to	be	unsatisfying	and	underpaid,	and	so	he	found	his	way	into	teaching	at	a	district	in	Suffolk	County,	Long	Island.	In	his	public	school	orchestra	of	fourth	and	fifth	graders,	where	he	still	teaches,	Stephen	began	his	forays	into	improvisation	with	strings.		 Incorporating	improvisation.	Stephen	began	his	job	and,	for	the	first	couple	of	years,	he	taught	in	a	traditional	way—simply	trying	to	learn	how	to	teach	young	students.	By	the	third	or	fourth	year	into	the	job,	he	decided	he	wanted	to	try	incorporating	some	improvisation	into	his	program.	Stephen	was	very	organized	and	methodical	in	how	he	presented	improvisation	to	his	students,	and	how	he	helped	them	be	successful	at	it.	He	begins	by	inserting	what	he	called	a	“vamp	section”	into	a	song,	then	he	charted	out	what	students	will	do.	“It	wouldn’t	be	simply,	‘hey	let’s	make	something	up.’	If	you’re	going	to	do	it	on	a	large	scale,	you’ve	
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got	to	have	a	handout”	(Stephen2).	He	would	create	some	sort	of	tablature	or	diagram	of	the	strings,	and	indicate	the	notes	the	students	can	play	in	order	to	sound	good	while	improvising.	After	passing	out	the	paper	to	students	he	would	play	guitar	or	keyboard	and	allow	students	to	play	along,	but	in	a	methodical	way.	This	gave	students	the	confidence	to	begin	playing	without	notated	music,	and	it	also	encouraged	them	to	actively	listen	while	they	played.	I’d	have	them	play,	let’s	say	from	the	lowest	note	on	the	main	note	diagram,	all	the	way	up,	and	back	down,	maybe	playing	half	notes.	We	would	do	that,	and	they	loved	it.	It’s	no	biggie,	because	they’re	sort	of	reading	a	diagram.	Hopefully	at	some	point	they’re	listening	and	they	hear	how	it	sounds	cool	with	the	chord	that	I’m	playing.	(Stephen2)	He	would	then	write	down	what	he	called	a	“menu”	of	things	students	could	do	to	start	making	up	their	own	parts.		 As	for	the	student	reaction,	Stephen	said	they	enjoyed	playing	the	rock	songs,	and	the	improvisation	did	not	register	as	being	anything	other	than	another	activity.	As	such,	students	were	not	overly	concerned	or	resistant	to	it.	Stephen	typically	included	a	‘vamp’	section	with	improvisation	on	one	song	in	each	spring	concert,	and	the	parent	reaction	was	always	very	positive.	There’s	no	question,	when	you’re	spotlighting	a	parent’s	child	in	pretty	much	any	way,	that’s	positive.	Especially	if	you’re	playing	a	rock	tune	that	the	parents	know.	The	fact	that	they’re	improvising	means	there’s	no	mistakes.	In	a	certain	way	it’s	perfect.	It’s	perfection	because	you	can	spotlight	them	
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without	them	feeling	that	‘Hey,	if	I	mess	up,	my	world	is	over.’	I	never	heard	a	negative	word,	ever.	(Stephen2)		 Stephen	also	conducted	an	auditioned,	extra-curricular	orchestra	that	met	weekly	during	the	school	year.	This	orchestra	pulled	students	from	districts	all	over	Long	Island	and	is	comprised	of	students	in	sixth	through	eighth	grade.	The	orchestra	gave	three	concerts	a	year	with	the	third	concert	typically	including	improvisation	with	the	group.	This	concert	was	always	seen	as	a	positive	even	in	this	select	environment	with	higher	expectations	about	performances.	In	addition,	improvisation	has	given	some	students	who	do	not	normally	get	noticed	a	chance	to	be	featured.	Stephen	had	less	rehearsal	time	with	this	group,	so	he	did	not	have	time	to	let	each	student	improvise	individually	in	rehearsals.	Also,	because	it	is	middle	school	students,	he	found	that	fewer	of	them	are	willing	to	try,	and	he	had	a	theory	that	explains	their	reluctance.	There’s	a	view	of	a	middle	school,	teenage	years,	as	not	wanting	to	stir	the	pot.	Not	wanting	to	stick	out.	When	you’re	doing	something	that	could	be	construed	as	sticking	out	and	stirring	the	pot,	you	don’t	want	to	take	that	chance	of	being	somehow	judged.	The	kids	that	will	do	it	are	kids	that	either	say	to	themselves,	‘Psh,	this	is	fun’,	or	they’re	not	thinking	about	it.	Or	they’re	going	to	go	‘Well,	I	think	this	is	cool,	I’m	going	to	do	it.	I	don’t	care	what	people	think.’	They’ll	have	that	attitude.	The	other	component,	too,	is	familiarity.	Some	of	these	kids	are	not	familiar	with,	even	if	we	went	over	the	chart,	they	don’t	feel	comfortable	enough	to	just	go	ahead	and	‘I’ll	just	try	this	
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now,	I	just	learned	this	ten	minutes	ago,	I’m	going	to	try	it	now	in	front	of	people.’	There’s	that	insecurity.	I	think	it’s	true	that	sometimes	I’ll	get,	in	the	next	rehearsal,	some	kids	that	didn’t	do	it	don’t	come	back.	So	it	could	also	be	that	whole	mindset	of	this	day	and	age	where	so	much	is	expected	out	of	you,	and	if	you	don’t	get	good	grades,	this	is	a	reflection	that	you	shouldn’t	be	doing	that.	(Stephen2)	This	lack	of	participation	by	some	students	did	not	discourage	Stephen	in	the	slightest.	In	fact,	he	had	quite	an	open,	relaxed	attitude	towards	improvisation	in	his	program,	describing	it	as	not	being	“such	an	all	or	nothing	thing.	If	someone	wants	to	do	it,	great.	If	someone	doesn’t	want	to	do	it,	that’s	great	too”	(Stephen2).	This	attitude	has	allowed	Stephen	to	provide	improvisational	experiences	for	his	students	without	undue	pressure	or	expectation	of	how	students	should	respond	or	what	they	will	produce.			 This	attitude	has	also	allowed	him	to	try	improvisation	in	somewhat	more	risky	environments.	He	recently	directed	an	all-county	orchestra	and	included	an	improvisation	section	during	one	of	its	songs.	He	was	able	to	convince	those	in	charge	of	the	all-county	festival	to	allow	improvisation	during	one	song	of	the	final	performance,	and	worked	hard	to	make	the	performance	a	success.	Attempting	improvisation	with	this	orchestra	was	risky,	not	just	because	this	organization	had	never	done	anything	like	it	before,	and	tended	to	be	more	traditional,	but	also	because	to	do	so	required	cooperation	and	coordination	with	many	music	teachers	from	all	over	the	county.	Each	student	in	the	orchestra	needed	to	be	prepared	to	
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improvise	by	his	or	her	school	orchestra	teacher,	and	Stephen	needed	these	teachers	to	agree	to	participate	in	the	preparation.	Ultimately,	not	all	of	them	were	willing,	but	enough	participated	that	the	performance	was	a	success.		 Indeed,	every	time	Stephen	has	incorporated	improvisation	into	his	orchestras,	regardless	of	the	age	of	students,	it	has	“worked	out”.	He	credited	this	largely	to	the	fact	that	he	entered	each	situation	with	a	plan	and	complete	confidence	that	he	would	be	successful.	“I	knew	the	ins	and	outs	of	how	this	was	all	going	to	work,	so	I	had	no	fear	that	this	was	or	wasn’t	going	to	work.	I	knew	exactly	what	was	going	to	happen”	(Stephen3).	This	confidence	came	primarily	from	his	experiences	at	his	previous	position,	where	he	witnessed	firsthand	how	strings	could	improvise	effectively,	and	has	caused	him	to	have	a	very	clear	vision	for	the	purpose	and	value	of	improvisation	for	his	students.		 Stephen	had	no	plans	to	quit	using	improvisation	in	his	teaching,	and	in	fact,	was	looking	for	new	ways	to	incorporate	it,	including	into	his	private	string	lessons.	He	has	started	using	what	he	called	“free	improv”	into	his	private	violin	lessons,	“as	a	way	to	practice	techniques	without	feeling	that	you’re	tied	down	to	some	method	or	some	esoteric	nonsense”	(Stephen3).	He	had	no	plans	to	stop	using	improvisation	in	his	classroom	either.		Part	of	what	I	think	I	like	about	it	is	it	is	different	than	the	norm.	It’s	almost	like	you’re	getting	a	surprise	gift,	so	I	get	there	one	day	and	I	say,	‘Guys,	we	played	a	beautiful	concert	here.	We’re	going	to	do	some	rock	and	roll	improv	or	jazz.	Get	you	guys	just	jamming	out.’	(Stephen3)	
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He	was	confident	that	he	would	continue	to	use	improvisation,	because	he	was	confident	in	its	benefit	to	students.	Look,	the	music	is	in	[your	head]	first.	When	you	look	at	it	on	the	paper	that’s	fine	as	a	guide,	but	you’ve	got	to	know	what	it	means,	and	if	you	start	reading	music	from	the	paper	first	you’ll	never	know	what	it	means.	It’s	irrelevant	because	your	brain	doesn’t	see	it	that	way.	That’s	where	improv	can	be	really	good.	(Stephen3)		 Like	I	said	before,	if	you’re	a	person	that’s	participating	in	the	improvisation,	you	get	the	solo,	obviously	it’s	a	life	moment	for	you.	If	you’re	not	one	of	the	kids	that’s	doing	a	solo	but	you’re	participating	in	the	piece	and	you	watch	other	kids	do	it,	it’s	going	to	have	an	impact	on	you	and	it	can’t	be	negative	because	you’re	secure,	you	feel	comfortable.	You	know	your	buddy’s	doing	it	or	someone	else	is	doing	it,	and	you	feel	part	of	the	process	even	though	you’re	not	physically	doing	it	yourself.	You	feel,	‘Hey,	I’m	part	of	this	team.’	I	don’t	see	any	negativity.	Obviously,	the	nature	of	improv,	the	way	that	we	look	at	it	is	not	to	say	that	you’re	bad	or	you’re	making	it	easy,	it’s	the	opposite.	It’s	saying	whatever	you	do	is	gold.	(Stephen3)	
	
Clara		 Journey	to	music	education.	Clara	was	born	in	France,	and	after	asking	for	a	piano	from	the	age	of	two,	her	parents	finally	agreed	and	bought	her	one	when	she	was	five.	She	took	piano	lessons	for	three	years,	at	which	point	her	teacher	
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encouraged	her	also	to	study	the	violin.	At	the	age	of	ten,	her	violin	and	piano	teacher	moved	from	her	home	in	Bordeaux	to	Paris,	and	Clara	followed,	living	and	studying	with	her	teacher.	She	described	a	very	busy	musical	childhood.	From	the	age	of	ten	to	the	age	of	sixteen,	I	was	pretty	much	doing	a	competition	every	year	and	eventually	I	stopped	doing	competition	in	piano,	and	it	was	all	violin.	I	guess	when	you’re	a	kid,	you	don’t	know	any	better,	so	you	just	practiced	like	crazy.	(Clara1)	By	age	sixteen	Clara	had	grown	weary	of	the	constant	pressure	and	competition	in	Paris.	She	had	stopped	attending	regular	school	and	was	learning	via	correspondence.	“I	felt	like	life	has	to	be	more	than	just	music”	(Clara1).	She	left	Paris	and	returned	home.	Eventually	she	gained	entry	to	the	music	conservatory	in	Bordeaux,	earning	her	first	prize	at	age	nineteen.	During	her	studies	she	never	received	any	formal	instruction	on	improvisation,	but	remembers	improvising	on	her	own	on	the	piano.	I	never	took	the	piano	as	a	serious	instrument	after	I	got	really	serious	about	the	competition	on	the	violin,	that	I	always	just	fooled,	fiddled	around	with	the	piano.	There	were	no	rules	and	regulation	[with	the]	piano,	so	I	just	improvised,	I	composed.	When	I	was	fifteen	I	did	all	this	stuff	on	the	piano	and	I	felt	this	huge	wall	that	I	could	not	do	this	with	the	violin	because	of	the	way	in	Europe.	(Clara1)			 She	eventually	received	her	baccalaureate	degree,	allowing	her	to	attend	
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college.	At	the	Bordeaux	Conservatory	she	met	a	girl	from	America	who	encouraged	her	to	come	visit.	She	went	a	step	further	and	decided	to	attend	college	there.	She	earned	a	scholarship	to	play	violin	at	a	select	East	Coast	university,	and	in	only	three	years	was	awarded	a	bachelor’s	degree	in	music	history.		 Clara	met	and	married	an	American	man,	and	shortly	after	graduation	they	moved	to	a	small	town	in	southern	France.	She	did	not	specifically	seek	out	a	job	teaching	music,	but	the	local	music	school	had	a	position	for	a	violin	professor.	Clara	was	offered	and	accepted	the	position.	She	taught	private	violin	lessons	at	this	school	for	five	years,	and	while	she	did	not	use	any	improvisation	in	her	teaching,	she	was	already	beginning	to	chafe	against	the	traditional	nature	of	music	education	that	she	had	grown	up	with.	She	eschewed	the	traditional	recital	format	for	group	performances	and	explored	varied	repertoire.		 Eventually,	Clara	and	her	family	moved	back	to	the	United	States,	and	landed	in	New	Hampshire.	At	this	point	she	decided	to	pursue	teaching	in	schools	as	a	career.	She	earned	her	master’s	degree	in	music	education	and	shortly	thereafter	accepted	a	job	teaching	elementary	school	general	music.	She	was	also	able	to	start	a	small	string	program.	Clara	spent	twelve	years	teaching	in	this	school	and	never	incorporated	improvisation	into	her	string	teaching.	“Not	really,	back	then,	I	couldn’t	say	I	did	a	lot	of	[improvisation].	I	was	still	pretty	much	imprinted	in	the	classical	world”	(Clara1).		 In	2001,	Clara	accepted	a	job	in	another	district.	This	district	was	looking	to	develop	a	fledgling	string	program.	At	that	time	the	program	was	only	two	years	old	
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and	had	just	sixteen	string	students	in	the	middle	school.	Clara	has	spent	the	last	fifteen	years	developing,	growing	and	cultivating	this	program,	and	improvisation	has	been	one	of	her	most	important	tools	in	doing	so.	Initially,	she	did	not	plan	on	improvisation	taking	such	a	prominent	role	in	her	teaching,	but	due	to	her	desire	to	try	something	new	and	unconventional,	she	found	her	way	to	an	approach	that	puts	improvisation	at	the	center	of	her	students’	musical	experience.	
	 Incorporating	improvisation.	The	impetus	for	Clara	to	consider	improvisation	in	her	teaching	came	from	two	sources:	A	desire	to	attract	students	into	the	program,	and	experiences	with	other	string	educators	who	demonstrated	how	improvisation	could	work	in	a	string	classroom.	The	moment	that	I	was	hired	to	build	this	program,	I	really	felt	that	in	order	to	captivate	the	students	I	really	needed	to	know	what	was	out	there	in	the	pop	world,	in	the	bluegrass	world,	in	hip-hop.	I	really	need	to	go	out	and	look	for	new	ideas	and	I	would	say	one	thing	that	really	crystallized	for	me	was	at	the	national	ASTA	[American	String	Teachers’	Association]	conference	in	2003.	That,	in	Ohio,	was	the	very	first	time	that	they	were	really	embracing	what	they	used	to	call	the	alternative	style.	That’s,	then	I	saw	Julie	Lyon	Lieberman,	I	saw	Martin	Norgaard,	I	saw	Mark	Wood.	I	just	started	asking	questions	and	I	started	going	to	workshops.	(Clara1)	One	workshop,	taught	by	prominent	string	educator	Martin	Norgaard,	made	a	particular	impression	on	Clara’s	teaching.	She	described	how	his	methods	fit	her	desire	for	“something	extremely	basic	from	day	one	and	that	really	provided	a	great	
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outlook	for	me	to	teach”	(Clara1).	Clara	saw	that	Mr.	Norgaard	was	also	leading	a	conference	that	same	summer	about	how	to	teach	improvisation	to	string	teachers	that	had	been	classically	trained.	“It	was	at	Duquesne	University	and	I	said	‘Jeez!	That’s	a	great	thing!	I’m	going	to	go	and	see	for	myself”	(Clara2).			 After	this	busy	summer,	Clara	bought	Mr.	Norgaard’s	method	books	and	began	teaching	from	them.	She	appreciated	the	sequential,	clear	progression	of	material,	as	well	as	“a	fun	bit	to	it	so	kids	would	relate	to	it	much	better”	(Clara2).	Along	the	way,	Clara	said	she	became	acquainted	with,	and	then	heavily	involved	with,	more	traditional	American	styles	of	violin	playing,	and	eventually	became	convinced	that	this	original	American	music	deserves	a	place	in	music	education.	Maybe	because	I	came	from	France	I	was	very	aware	of	the	cultural	influence	and	to	me,	America	is	about	jazz	and	about	fiddling.	It’s	surprising	that	a	lot	of	American	string	teachers	don’t	see	that.	Especially	in	New	Hampshire,	I’ve	had	even	general	music	students	that	would	say,	‘Oh,	my	grandfather	used	to	fiddle.’	There	is	a	history	here	that	is	very	rich,	but	it’s	so	totally	disconnected	from	teaching	strings	classically.	To	me	that	doesn’t	make	sense.	It	has	to	connect,	reconnect.	(Clara2)	Clara	gradually	became	increasingly	involved	in	fiddling	culture,	playing	in	bluegrass	and	fiddle	ensembles	on	her	own.	But	even	as	she	was	teaching	these	styles,	and	the	improvisation,	to	her	students,	she	made	it	clear	to	them	that	she	was	learning	with	them.	She	said	she	“learned	along	with	the	kids,”	and	she	shared	experiences	with	her	students	from	her	first	workshops	about	adults	being	
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“completely	frozen	when	they	had	to	improvise”	(Clara2).	She	said,	“I	really	feel	that	they	teach	me	sometimes	as	much	as	I	teach	them.	There	is	definitely	an	exchange	here	with	students”	(Clara2).			 Clara	also	discussed	the	concept	of	taking	risks—the	risks	she	took	by	attempting	improvisation,	and	the	risks	she	asks	her	students	to	take	by	engaging	with	improvisation	in	her	classroom.		You	always	take	a	risk,	no	matter	what	you	do.	I	was	not	afraid	of	failing.	As	for	fear	of	improvising,	I	was	definitely	using	myself	and	the	other	string	teachers	in	workshops	to	say,	‘If	you	are	afraid,	I	do	understand	what	it	is	because	I	couldn’t	do	it	myself.’	Trying	to	compare	what	I	was	going	through	and	what	they	were	going	through,	and	trying	to	connect	their	anxiety	to	mine.	(Clara3)	She	credited	this	honesty	and	vulnerability	with	creating	a	culture	in	which	students	are	willing	to	take	risks.	“It’s	non-judgmental,	it’s	very	inclusive.	I	have	one	bass	player	that	calls	me	mom.	There	is	just	a	relationship	there	that	is	very	special”	(Clara2,	p.	3).	She	said	that	if	one	student	is	hesitant,	others	in	the	class	will	try	to	“really	promote	companionship,	saying,	“I’ll	do	it	with	you.	Why	don’t	you	just	pick	one	note	and	that’s	all	we	need	to	hear”	(Clara3).		Another	factor	in	the	success	of	improvisation	in	Clara’s	classroom	is	that	she	created	activities	that	set	students	up	for	success.	She	only	had	them	improvise	over	very	simple	chord	progressions,	and	only	gave	students	a	few	notes	from	which	to	choose.	Then	she	added	a	rhythmic	component,	then	eventually	more	notes.	
123	
 
Students	were	typically	very	willing,	and	even	the	rare	times	that	they	are	not	she	said,	“We	don’t	make	a	big	deal	of	it.	Okay,	you	don’t	want	to	do	it,	that’s	okay”	(Clara2).	Student	reaction	to	improvisation	has	generally	been	very	positive.	She	said	that	they	“love	it”	and	consider	it	“a	release”	(Clara2).	She	said	sometimes	students	like	to	sway	and	dance	while	playing,	which	she	encouraged.		 Improvisation	has	become	almost	ubiquitous	in	Clara’s	curriculum.	She	performed	at	least	one	piece	with	improvisation	at	every	concert,	and	has	even	used	improvisation	in	adjudicated	festival	performances.	The	response	has	been	very	positive.	Parents	love	her	program	and	have	been	very	supportive.			 While	most	have	supported	and	encouraged	Clara	in	her	teaching,	one	group	has	been	a	notable	exception—her	high	school	colleagues	and	administration.	The	high	school	band	director	has	been	teaching	at	the	school	for	over	forty	years,	and	Clara	felt	that	he	has	developed	some	bad	teaching	practices.	I	felt	that	the	way	they	were	treating	students	was	very	‘cliquey’,	making	a	big	difference	between	the	talented	kids	that	could	make	all-state	and	the	regular	population.	Just	always	pushing	the	kids	out	of	being	inclusive	in	the	programs	and	after	several	years	of	this	I	felt	very	frustrated,	very	frustrated.	(Clara2)	She	reported	that	her	colleagues	and	administration	never	explicitly	told	her	that	she	should	not	teach	the	way	that	she	did.	Rather,	their	messages	were	more	subtly	delivered.	
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They	would	say,	‘Your	group	can’t	play	at	graduation	because	this	is	not	the	venue	for	it.	The	music	is	not	appropriate.	They	wouldn’t	say	it	immediately.	They	would	wait	for	a	while	and	then	a	year	later	when	I	say,	‘I	think	we	are	going	to	do	this,’	[they	would	say]	‘Oh	yeah,	because	last	year	was	so	inappropriate	what	you	did.’	(Clara2)	She	eventually	took	some	of	these	issues	to	her	principal,	which	only	served	to	make	things	worse.	They	forced	her	to	team-teach	with	the	band	director	until	the	next	concert,	when	her	students	performed	well	and	the	band	director’s	band	“fumbled	and	he	had	to	stop	his	band	so	they	could	start	at	measure	60	or	whatever	it	is”	(Clara2).	At	that	point	he	left	her	alone.		 Clara	did	not	think	her	non-traditional	way	of	teaching	strings	was	the	primary	factor	driving	this	poor	treatment,	although	she	believed	it	played	a	role.	It’s	a	factor.	It’s	a	factor	that	I	am	not	from	New	Hampshire	or	that	I’m	not	from	America.	It’s	a	factor	that	I’m	a	woman	and	they	are	men.	It’s	a	factor	that	my	way	of	judging	kids	at	the	high	school	level,	I	feel	that	I	got	a	lot	more	out	of	kids	by	trusting	them.	To	me	it’s	very	important	to	treat	high	school	students	like	they	are	part	of	the	decision-making.	(Clara2)	None	of	the	resistance	or	criticism	from	her	colleagues	dissuaded	Clara	from	continuing	to	teach	the	way	she	thought	was	best	which	includes	using	improvisation.	I’m	stubborn,	and	I	know,	and	you	may	have	seen,	that	in	music	education	people	have	a	tendency	to	put	you	down.	And	teachers,	they	want	to	put	you	
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down.	Because	I	have	a	very	unusual	background,	I	try	to	look	back	and	say,	‘Well,	this	is	the	way	I’ve	been	trained,	and	this	is	what	I	have	accomplished	in	my	life.	You’re	not	going	to	make	me	a	small	person.	You’re	not	going	to	reduce	me	to	doubting	myself.’	Plus,	the	huge	factor	that	I	have	is	my	students	and	the	parents.	Students	and	parents	have	given	me	the	strength	to	continue	in	the	way	I	teach.	(Clara3)			 After	fifteen	years	of	teaching	at	this	school,	and	learning	more	how	to	effectively	use	modern	music	and	improvisation	to	teach	strings,	Clara	was	trying	to	spread	the	message	about	improvisation	to	other	music	teachers.	She	organized	a	string	festival	each	year,	and	often	brings	in	fiddling	ensembles	to	perform.	She	said	that	she	is	trying	to	influence	people,	including	students,	to	make	traditional	fiddling	music	and	improvisation	more	of	a	part	of	their	education.	She	also	taught	workshops	on	how	to	improvise	for	strings.	Clara	wanted	to	continue	learning	as	much	as	she	can	about	various	types	of	improvisation,	teaching	what	she	knows	to	her	students,	and	helping	encourage	others	to	use	improvisation	in	their	own	teaching.	
Summary		 These	six	participants	represent	diversity	in	musical	backgrounds	and	current	educational	settings,	and	they	share	an	interest	in	improvisation	and	a	desire	for	it	to	be	a	part	of	their	students’	musical	experiences.	The	manner	in	which	participants	found	their	way	to	music	education	is	varied,	as	was	their	journey	
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towards	using	improvisation	in	their	classrooms.	Further,	despite	their	common	use	of	improvisation,	the	manner	in	which	they	have	each	incorporated	it	into	their	teaching	is	quite	varied.	Even	with	the	differences	in	musical	backgrounds,	educational	experience,	current	teaching	settings,	and	specific	use	of	improvisation,	the	experiences	of	these	six	individuals	provide	common	themes	that	can	be	explored	to	better	understand	their	belief	in,	and	use	of,	improvisation.			 		
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Chapter	Five:	Emergent	Themes	
		 The	six	participants	described	in	chapter	four	had	diverse	experiences	with	improvisation,	both	in	their	childhood,	their	post-secondary	music	training,	and	in	their	current	teaching	situations.	Even	with	this	variety,	a	number	of	themes	emerged	as	common	to	their	experiences.	During	my	analysis	of	the	participant	interview	data,	five	distinct	themes	emerged.	In	reflecting	on	these	themes	and	the	experiences	of	the	participants,	I	concluded	that	the	themes	could	be	divided	into	two	basic	categories,	as	follows:	
Development	of	beliefs	about	improvisation	
§ “Flipping	the	switch”	of	self-efficacy.	
§ Belief	in	the	value	of	improvisation	
Beliefs	about	improvisation	affecting	behavior	
§ Embracing	the	uncertainty:	Taking	and	minimizing	risk.	
§ Resisting	the	resistance.	
§ Balancing	improvisation	with	performance	demands.	These	five	themes	are	not	exhaustive,	but	they	represent	the	clearest	areas	of	commonality	as	expressed	by	the	participants,	and	as	their	experiences	relate	to	my	research	questions.			 Participants	all	shared	about	the	impetus	of	their	decisions	on	improvisation,	and	what	was	most	influential	in	the	early	stages	of	their	experiences	with	improvisation.	During	the	first	theme,	“Flipping	the	Switch”	of	Self-Efficacy,	I	discuss	these	issues.	Second,	I	consider	the	resistance	from	students,	parents,	colleagues,	
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and	administrators	experienced,	and	how	participants	confronted	that	resistance.	The	third	theme,	Balancing	Improvisation	with	Performance	Demands	deals	with	another	aspect	of	resistance—namely,	the	expectations	and	demands	for	performances	that	the	participants	all	faced,	and	how	these	demands	are	sometimes	at	odds	with	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	Fourth,	I	discuss	Embracing	the	Uncertainty:	Taking	and	Minimizing	Risk.	This	theme	explores	the	concept	of	risk	as	the	participants	and	their	students	experienced	it	in	the	classroom,	and	how	the	participants	managed	the	risk.	The	fifth	and	final	theme,	Belief	in	the	Value	of	Improvisation,	explores	participants’	strong	beliefs	in	the	value	and	worth	of	improvisation	as	an	activity	for	their	students,	and	these	beliefs	gave	most	of	them	the	determination	to	persist	with	improvisation	even	in	the	midst	of	the	challenges	they	face.		
“Flipping	the	Switch”	of	Self-Efficacy	
		 According	to	Bandura	(1977,	1997),	mastery	experiences	(ME)	and	vicarious	experiences	(VE)	tend	to	be	the	strongest	determinants	of	an	individual’s	self-efficacy	for	a	particular	task.	These	sources	have	been	reinforced	as	most	powerful	within	the	context	of	music	education	as	well	(Hendricks,	2016).	Mastery	experiences	involve	personal	experience	with	a	task	or	behavior	that	results	in	clear	success	or	failure.	Vicarious	experiences	involve	the	observation	of	others’	behavior,	the	consequences	of	that	behavior,	and	subsequent	conclusions	about	one’s	own	behavior	and	its	consequences.	This	is	a	powerful	source	of	self-efficacy	to	the	extent	that	the	individual	perceives	similarities	between	him	or	herself	and	the	
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model(s),	the	number	and	variety	of	models,	the	perceived	power	of	the	model(s),	and	the	similarity	between	the	problems	faced	by	the	model(s)	and	the	individual.	All	six	participants	had	an	experience	or	experiences	with	a	mentor-model	figure	who	demonstrated	how	to	use	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	These	“mentor-models”	provided	five	of	the	six	participants	with	mastery	and	vicarious	experiences	that	led	to	their	decisions	to	include	improvisation	in	their	classroom.	The	sixth,	Ryan,	had	a	mentor-model	experience	but	not	until	after	he	began	teaching	improvisation,	and	it	did	not	seem	to	have	the	same	effect	on	his	teaching	that	it	did	for	the	other	participants.		 These	mentor-model	figures	were	clearly	important	in	the	participants’	experiences	as	they	acted	as	a	sort	of	catalyst	for	activating	something	inside	each	participant	that	caused	them	to	consider	improvisation—first	for	themselves,	and	then	for	their	students.	In	talking	to	the	participants,	it	was	clear	that	they	all	possessed	some	inherent	beliefs—about	themselves,	their	abilities,	and	music	itself—that	made	them	ready	and	willing	to	attempt	improvisation	once	it	was	presented	to	them.	Although	these	self-efficacy	beliefs	may	not	have	been	aimed	specifically	towards	improvisation,	at	least	not	for	all	of	the	participants.	Tina,	Clara,	and	Ryan	expressed	trepidation	and	a	sense	of	inadequacy	at	the	beginning	of	their	experiences	with	improvisation.	Even	so,	these	three	participants	possessed	beliefs	that,	once	focused	and	directed	by	their	experiences	with	their	mentor-models,	manifest	as	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	(see	Table	2).	
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	 A	metaphor	might	be	valuable	to	further	explain	this	manifestation.	A	builder	builds	a	home	and	installs	light	switches	in	each	room.	In	each	light	fixture	there	is	a	brand	new	bulb	and	electricity	is	delivered	to	the	home.	Yet	when	the	switches	are	turned	on,	there	is	no	light.	The	builder	neglected	to	install	any	electrical	wiring,	and	the	house	remains	dark.	Amongst	the	six	participants	in	this	study,	there	seemed	to	be	some	sort	of	internal	“wiring”	for	self-efficacy	toward	improvisation.	This	wiring	consists	of	some	basic	beliefs	about	themselves,	music,	and	their	roles	as	teachers	that	caused	them	to	be	amenable	and	disposed	towards	improvisation	and	related	activities	in	their	classroom.	The	mentor-model	figures	entered	into	their	lives	and	“flipped	the	switch”	causing	a	current	of	self-efficacy	(and	other)	beliefs	to	flow	into	action.	Participants	identified	and	described	this	experience	(see	Table	2).	The	participants	do	not	explicitly	mention	a	mentor/model	figure	in	all	of	these	quotes.	However,	the	quotes	came	in	the	context	of	discussing	a	seminal	experience	for	them	with	such	a	figure.	Michael	and	Amy	were	both	discussing	their	classes	with	a	certain	professor,	while	Tina,	Clara,	and	Ryan	all	discussed	their	work	with	a	master	improviser	during	workshops	or	residencies.	Stephen	talked	about	both	his	encounter	with	Stephane	Grapelli	as	well	as	learning	from	a	colleague.	
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Table	2	
Quotes	about	the	mentor-model	experience	Participant	 Quote	about	Mentor/Model	“flipping	the	switch”	Michael	 All	of	a	sudden,	things	just	started	clicking	for	me.	To	me	this	made	so	much	sense	that	this	is	really	why	I	love	music.	The	creative	aspect	of	learning	is	also	something	that	I	love.	(Michael1)	Amy	 I	was	exposed	to,	in	his	classes	and	being	around	him,	I	compared	it	to	“Well,	that’s	not	how	I	learned.	I	learned	with	notation.	I	learned	how	to	play	with	different	articulations,	and	with	dynamics.”	No	one	ever	asked	me	to	listen	to	what	was	around	my	part,	and	no	one	ever	asked	me	to	sing	my	part	or	practice	it	that	way.	I	think	it	was	in	those	classes	where	I	 was	 able	 to	 really	 reflect	 on	 how	 I	 learn	 personally,	 and	 saw	 this	different	way	of	thinking	about	it.	(Amy2)	Stephen	 On	listening	to	Stephane	Grapelli:	Why	wasn’t	I	taught	this?	How	come	they	didn’t	 teach	me	this?	 If	 I	ever	end	up	teaching	young	people	 I’m	going	to	teach	them	how	to	improvise	stuff	like	this.	(Stephen1)	On	his	improvising	colleague	at	university:	Now	really	this	is	where	the	first	 time,	 at	 [university]	where	 this	 guy	was,	 I	 really	 now	 see,	 I	 can	actually	do	this.	No	longer	is	it	just	something	in	the	back	of	my	mind.	He’s	writing	out	charts,	and	I	can	feasibly	incorporate	this	in	some	way.	(Stephen1)	
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Tina	 When	I	was	done	learning	how	to	[improvise]	myself	and	watching	him	do	it	and	teaching	it	together,	I	definitely	felt	more	confident,	and	definitely	felt	like	for	some	of	these	kids,	you	could	really	see	a	difference	in	them.	The	way	they	played	their	instruments,	the	way	they	looked	at	music	and	improvisation,	there	was	tremendous	growth.	So,	I	felt	this	is	something	that	these	kids	deserve	to	have	in	their	curriculum.	(Tina3)	Ryan	 When	I	started	the	jazz	group	I	was	able	to	get,	for	a	couple	of	years,	people	who	had	jazz	experience.	We	brought	in	[a	bassist]	who	is	the	string	adjudicator	on	the	state	level.	As	a	bassist,	he	had	more	background	in	jazz	improvisation	than	somebody	else	might	have	had.	We	tried	with	guest	clinicians	to	take	advantage	of	that.	(Ryan1)	Clara	 I	guess	I	was	still	teaching	very	much	classically	for	the	first	two	years.	Because	of	my	conservatory	work	I	still	believe	very	strongly	that	being	able	to	learn	by	ear	was	very	important.	I	really	clarified	my	vision	when	I	had	the	books	[on	improvisation].	Because	then	I	knew	where	to	go,	it	was	very	sequential,	it	was	much	easier	for	me	to	follow.	That’s	why	I	really	switched	to	doing	the	books.	(Clara2).		 Each	of	the	participants	of	this	study,	when	describing	their	experiences	with	their	mentor-model,	used	language	that	described	a	sort	of	awakening	or	drastic	
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change	in	perspective	as	a	result	of	their	encounter.	Stephen,	upon	hearing	Stephane	Grapelli	on	the	record	player,	said,	“Where	has	this	been	all	my	life?	Why	was	I	never	taught	this?”	(Stephen1).	Then	he	described	the	next	thought	he	had,	which	was	“If	I	ever	end	up	teaching	young	people	I’m	going	to	teach	them	how	to	improvise	stuff	like	this”	(Stephen1).		Stephen	had	been	playing	bass	in	rock	bands	his	whole	life:	His	epiphany	was	not	that	improvisation	existed,	but	that	it	was	possible	to	improvise	on	the	violin.	Michael	had	even	more	extensive	experience	with	improvisation,	yet	when	he	took	the	class	with	his	Mentor-Model	in	graduate	school	“all	of	a	sudden,	things	started	clicking	for	me.	To	me	this	made	so	much	sense	that	this	is	really	why	I	love	music”	(Michael1).	Michael	had	extensive	experience	with	improvisation,	so	the	encounter	with	his	Mentor-Model	did	not	show	him	he	could	improvise,	or	necessarily	even	that	he	could	use	it	in	his	teaching.	Rather,	the	encounter	crystallized	and	clarified	things	he	already	thought	and	believed	about	music	but	perhaps	had	not	been	able	to	articulate.		Tina	had	little	experience	with	improvisation	before	her	Mentor-Model	encounter.	She	expressed	her	change	of	mindset	as	simply	becoming	comfortable	with	improvising	on	her	own	instrument,	and	having	a	model	for	how	to	use	it	with	students.	She	was,	in	her	own	words,	“gung-ho”	from	the	beginning	and	just	needed	guidance	to	be	willing	to	initially	engage	with	it.	Clara	shared	similar	sentiments	to	Tina,	and	Amy	had	a	very	similar	experience	as	Michael.	(see	Table	2)			 In	addition	to	pre-existing	beliefs,	these	experiences	with	the	mentor-model	
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also	developed	self-efficacy	beliefs	towards	improvisation.	Amy,	Tina,	Ryan,	and	Clara	all	had	no	significant	experience	with	improvisation	before	their	mentor-model	experience,	yet	acquired	from	the	experience	a	belief	that	they	could	improvise	and	could	successfully	incorporate	improvisation	into	their	classrooms.	None	of	them	believed	themselves	to	be	experts,	but	they	were	certain	they	could	be	successful.	Clara	stated	that,	at	the	beginning,	she	was	learning	with	her	students.	She	felt	that	it	took	her	many	years	to	become	proficient	at	improvising,	yet	she	never	considered	quitting.	Amy	was	already	a	world-class	musician	with	a	very	good	ear,	and	she	just	needed	a	bit	of	guidance	to	show	her	how	and	why	she	could	improvise	on	her	French	horn.	The	key	seems	to	be	that	the	participants’	encounters	with	the	mentor-model	provided	mastery	and/or	vicarious	experiences	(Bandura,	1977)	that	allowed	self-efficacy	to	develop	towards	improvisation.	This	self-efficacy,	when	combined	with	existing	inherent	beliefs,	caused	the	participants	to	pursue	improvisation.			 Ryan’s	story	reinforces	the	importance	of	the	Mentor-Model	experience	in	an	individual’s	decision	to	teach	improvisation.	Ryan	did	not	have	a	mentor-model	figure	until	after	he	began	teaching	improvisation,	and	any	encounters	he	did	have	were	not	as	influential	as	those	of	the	other	participants.	He	certainly	did	not	describe	any	such	encounters	as	being	particularly	meaningful.	In	fact,	he	began	teaching	workshops	on	how	to	teach	jazz	improvisation	to	strings	because	there	was	no	one	else	doing	it.	He	lacked	the	basic	experience	of	seeing	jazz	improvisation	being	successfully	taught	to	an	orchestra,	as	well	as	the	chance	to	develop	his	own	
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improvisation	skills,	before	attempting	it	with	his	orchestra.	After	five	frustrating	years,	he	decided	to	stop	using	improvisation.			 While	he	did	lack	a	mentor-model,	he	shared	some	inherent	traits	with	other	participants.	He	certainly	saw	the	value	of	improvisation	for	his	students;	he	was	willing	to	try	something	unconventional,	and	took	risks.	The	main	difference	between	the	other	participants	and	him	was	the	mentor-model	experience.	It	seems	likely	that	if	Ryan	had	a	mentor-model	experience	before	his	attempts	at	improvisation,	and	especially	if	this	experience	was	the	impetus	for	his	use	of	improvisation	in	his	classroom,	he	might	have	had	more	success,	and	possibly	more	willingness	to	continue	using	improvisation.			 For	the	participants	in	this	study,	inherent	beliefs	(inner	wiring)	and	a	mentor-model	experience	were	important,	perhaps	even	necessary	factors	for	the	successful	incorporation	of	improvisation	into	a	band	or	orchestra	classroom.	All	of	the	participants,	except	for	Ryan,	had	both	the	wiring	and	the	mentor-model	experience,	which	points	to	the	importance	of	the	mentor-model	experience.	Other	beliefs,	this	inner	wiring,	were	important	in	guiding	participants’	decisions	about	how,	when,	and	why	to	include	improvisation.	While	a	mentor-model	“flipping	a	switch”	and	activating	self-efficacy	and	other	beliefs	led	to	participants	using	improvisation,	some	aspects	of	their	experiences	needed	to	be	explored	further.	What	were	their	inner	beliefs	and	what	was	important	about	them	that	caused	improvisation	to	resonate	so	deeply	with	them?	What	role	did	their	value	judgments	of	improvisation,	their	willingness	to	
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take	risks	and	break	with	convention,	and	their	valuing	of	process	over	product	play	in	their	decisions	to	use	improvisation	in	their	classroom?	These	questions	are	explored	in	the	remainder	of	this	chapter.		
Resisting	the	Resistance		 Another	theme	emerging	from	participant	data	relates	to	an	interaction	among	three	factors	of	the	participants’	beliefs,	behavior,	and	educational	setting.	Specifically,	data	suggest	an	interaction	among	the	participants’	self-efficacy	toward	improvisation,	their	use	of	it	in	the	classroom,	and	the	response	from	their	teaching	environment.	This	environment	included	students,	colleagues,	administrators,	and	parents.		A	central	component	of	Bandura’s	(1997)	social	cognitive	theory	is	triadic	reciprocal	causation,	in	which	three	factors—personal,	environmental,	and	behavioral—each	exert	influence	on	one	another,	and	in	turn	are	able	to	be	influenced	by	the	others.	One	way	to	conceptualize	this	theory	is	to	contrast	it	with	Skinner’s	(1976)	behaviorism	(see	figure	1),	which	states	that	outside	environmental	factors	exert	disproportionate	control	on	the	behavior	of	individuals,	and	also	minimizes	cognitive	or	psychological	factors	in	behavior.	In	triadic	reciprocal	causation	the	three	factors	are	each	more	equal	in	importance	and	in	their	ability	to	influence	one	another.	For	Bandura,	self-efficacy	is	the	most	important	and	powerful	cognitive	factor	that	affects	behavior	and	allows	an	individual	to	influence	his	or	her	environment.	
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Figure	1.	Comparisons	of	Skinner’s	(1938)	Behaviorism	and	Bandura’s	(1997)	Triadic	Reciprocal	Causation.				 														Behaviorism				 	 	 Triadic	Reciprocal	Causation	
	 			 	Based	on	what	the	research	indicates	about	the	current	lack	of	improvisation	in	instrumental	music	classrooms	(Bell,	2003;	Brophy,	2002;	Byo,	1999;	Riveire,	1997),	it	is	reasonable	to	assume	that	any	teacher	wishing	to	include	improvisation	would	first	need	to	develop	confidence	to	teach	it,	and	then	would	have	to	confront	and	overcome	potential	hurdles	and	negative	pressure	from	his	or	her	teaching	environment.	If	we	understand	“confidence”	to	teach	improvisation	as	described	by	the	literature	to	equate	to	“self-efficacy”	for	improvisation	instruction,	the	situation	I	just	described	fits	perfectly	into	the	categories	of	triadic	reciprocal	causation.	The	concept	of	a	teaching	environment	could	encompass	many	different	things,	including	the	teacher’s	physical	classroom,	availability	of	resources	on	an	immediate	level,	and	economic,	social,	and	political	factors	on	a	larger	level.	For	this	study,	I	was	most	interested	in	the	ways	in	which	the	humans	in	the	participant’s	
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respective	environments	reacted	to	the	improvisation	instruction,	and	how	these	reactions	affected	the	self-efficacy	and	subsequent	behavior	of	the	participants.	On	an	immediate	level,	issues	of	space	and	resources	might	either	encourage	or	deter	attempts	at	improvisation.	In	addition,	larger	social,	political,	and	economic	issues	could	certainly	have	an	impact	on	a	teacher’s	decisions	regarding	improvisation	in	the	classroom.			 The	available	literature,	however,	indicates	that	a	lack	of	interest	on	the	part	of	humans,	rather	than	issues	of	space,	resources,	or	larger	societal	pressures,	is	the	primary	deterrent	to	improvisation	in	the	classroom	(Bell,	2003;	Byo,	1999;	Jones,	2005;	Lindamood,	2011;	Louk,	2002;	Mroz,	1982;	Riveire,	1997;	Rummel,	2010;	Thomas	1980;	Whitcomb,	2005).	As	such,	my	questions	focused	on	student,	parent,	colleague,	and	administrator	reactions	to	improvisation,	and	how	these	reactions	affected	the	efficacy	and	subsequent	behavior	of	the	participants.	For	the	sake	of	expediency,	I	call	this	group	of	people	the	teacher’s	“environment”	in	reference	to	that	leg	in	triadic	reciprocal	causation,	and	understanding	that	“environment”	can	encompass	much	more	than	just	people.	I	have	split	this	section	into	two	parts:	Student	reaction	and	parent,	colleague,	and	administrator	reaction,	and	specifically	discuss	any	resistance	offered	by	these	groups.	In	most	cases,	the	participants	were	able	to	“resist	the	resistance”,	albeit	in	unique	ways.	
Environment:	Students.	Teachers	spend	most	of	their	workdays	with	students,	who	exert	the	most	immediate	influence	on	classroom	atmosphere.	
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Additionally,	students,	through	their	behavior,	effort	level,	and	achievement,	greatly	influence	the	type	and	amount	of	material	a	teacher	can	present.		In	the	context	of	triadic	reciprocal	causation,	the	students,	as	the	primary	environmental	factor,	have	the	ability	to	influence	a	teacher’s	level	of	efficacy	as	well	as	his	or	her	decisions	about	what	to	include	in	a	lesson.	For	example,	a	band	director	might	decide	that	students	are	ready	to	play	a	piece	in	an	irregular	meter.	Upon	beginning	to	rehearse	the	piece,	both	the	teacher	and	students	get	terribly	confused	and	frustrated	and	are	largely	unable	to	master	the	difficulties	of	the	meter.	The	teacher’s	confidence	to	teach	the	piece	might	be	shaken	to	the	point	that	the	music	is	filed	away	and	not	played	again,	or	the	teacher	might	persist,	determining	new	and	more	effective	ways	to	navigate	the	music	with	the	students.		For	this	study,	teacher-student	relationships	apply	to	how	students	reacted	to	the	participants’	inclusion	of	improvisation,	and	specifically	how	participants	responded	to	student	resistance	in	ways	that	impacted	the	participants’	efficacy	beliefs	and	subsequent	actions	around	improvisation.		Students	resisted	in	a	variety	of	ways	including	being	verbally	negative,	refusing	to	participate,	expressing	frustration,	and	in	some	cases	even	quitting	the	ensemble.	(see	Table	3)	
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Table	3	
Quotes	about	student	resistance	Participant	 Resistance	from	Students	Michael	 The	kids	that	were	more	into	“I’m	just	here	to	play	what’s	on	the	page	and	you’re	asking	me	to	do	something	different,”	that’s	where	the	pushback	started	happening.	(Michael2)	The	other	pushback	was	silent.	There	was	a	lot	of	silent	pushback	and	what	I	mean	by	that	is	the	people	who	were	used	to	the	program	being	a	certain	way	and	wanting	it	differently.	I	think	those	people	who	really	had	trouble	with	it	dropped	out	the	second	year.	There	were	a	couple	that	I	did	lose.	(Michael2)	Amy	 The	feedback	was	that	my	expectations	were	too	high.	It	was	too	hard.	It	was	just	too	overwhelming,	that	there	was	too	much	expected	of	them.	(Amy2)	That	first	semester,	my	feedback	was	probably	50/50.	Half	the	class	was	super	into	it,	and	the	other	50%	was	like,	“What’s	going	on?	I	am	so	overwhelmed,”	and	it	was	too	much	for	them.	(Amy2)	Stephen	 This	is	the	big	thing,	is	when	you’re	doing	something	that	could	be	construed	as	sticking	out	and	stirring	the	pot,	you	don’t	want	to	take	that	chance	of	being	somehow	judged.	(Stephen2)	
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Tina	 There’s	always	a	few	that	would	be	like,	“No,	that’s	not	for	me.	I	can’t	do	that.”	(Tina2)	Obviously,	the	weaker	students	didn’t	feel	comfortable.	But	for	them,	the	weaker	students,	they	said,	“Yes,	this	is	a	hard	project,	it	was	really	hard	for	me,	I	didn’t	feel	comfortable	doing	it.	I’m	glad	it’s	over,	but	I	learned.”	(Tina3)	Ryan	 I	tried	a	couple	of	different	tacks.	One	of	them	was	to	mandate	improvisation	in	rehearsals.	There	were	a	sizable	number	of	kids	that	wouldn’t	even	do	that.	Knowing	that	they	were	going	to	have	to	do	2	bars,	some	of	them	would	dread	those	2	bars	coming	the	whole	rehearsal.	I	would	get	to	them,	and	they	would	clam	up.	Then,	of	course,	when	I	tried	to	make	it	volunteer,	even	fewer	kids	would	do	it.	I	would	say	there	was	a,	“Well,	I	can’t	do	this	and	so	I’m	just	going	to	sit	here	and	not	do	it.”	(Ryan2)	Clara	 I	have	one	high	school	student	that	refused	to	[improvise]	but	everybody	else	is	ok.	You	always	have	that	one.	(Clara2)	
			 Michael	had	students	who	felt	the	improvisatory	activities	were	too	easy	for	them,	and	wanted	to	do	something	else	that	would	provide	more	of	a	challenge.		Michael	also	had	orchestra	students	who	wanted	their	ensemble	to	operate	more	like	a	traditional	orchestra.	He	admitted	that	he	might	have	initially	been	too	
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sensitive	to	the	complaints,	and	may	have	been	too	willing	to	change	what	he	was	doing	to	suit	just	one	or	two	dissatisfied	students.	He	said	that	now	he	is	much	more	able	to	look	at	the	big	picture	and	persist	in	his	approach	while	still	adapting	to	the	needs	of	his	students.			 Amy	said	she	had	many	students	who	struggled	with	improvisation	and	initially	felt	overwhelmed	by	it.	Her	initial	student	surveys	indicated	that	her	expectations	were	too	high	and	that	she	was	asking	too	much.	She	agreed	and	has	since	adjusted	her	pacing	to	be	more	age	and	ability	appropriate.	Still,	she	felt	that	rather	than	being	a	problem,	using	improvisation	actually	facilitates	working	with	students	with	varying	abilities.	She	said	that	she	was	able	to	give	the	students	who	are	excelling	more	challenging	tasks	to	work	on	while	she	can	give	more	individual	attention	to	the	struggling	ones.	(see	table	4)		 Tina	faced	similar	challenges,	in	that	her	students	demonstrated	a	wide	range	of	abilities	and	proficiency	for	improvisation.	In	surveys	after	her	improvisation	project,	she	related	that	the	less	proficient	students	said	the	project	was	hard,	and	were	glad	it	was	over,	but	that	they	felt	they	learned	from	it.	The	stronger	students	were	able	to	meaningfully	express	their	creativity,	and	the	improvisation	project	also	“recalibrated”	their	views	of	their	own	skills,	helping	them	realize	that	they	were	not	as	advanced	as	they	had	previously	thought	they	were.	Tina	felt	this	was	a	valuable	lesson	for	them	as	well.	None	of	her	students	exhibited	significant,	prolonged	resistance	to	improvising,	and	all	participated	fully	in	her	assigned	improvisation	project.	
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	 Both	Stephen	and	Clara	indicated	that	their	students	were	generally	very	positive	and	willing	participants	in	improvisation.	For	Stephen,	those	who	were	not	willing	were	allowed	to	participate	simply	by	listening	and	enjoying	rather	than	being	forced.	He	attempted	to	create	settings	for	improvisation	that	drew	students	in,	making	them	feel	a	part	of	something	cool	and	exciting.	This	helped	bring	about	a	lot	of	positive	energy	around	improvisation,	even	for	those	who	were	not	performing	improvisations	at	a	concert.	Clara	has	created	such	a	supportive	and	non-threatening	environment	that	other	students	are	able	to	help	encourage	those	who	are	struggling.	She	never	made	a	big	deal	of	a	student	who	does	not	want	to	participate,	but	quietly	persisted	in	her	approach,	eventually	bringing	everyone	along.			 The	experiences	of	these	six	individuals,	while	varied,	indicate	that	some	level	of	student	resistance	is	likely,	perhaps	even	inevitable,	when	attempting	to	use	improvisation.	It	is	possible	that	such	resistance	would	be	likely	for	any	new	activity	for	students.	It	is	also	possible	that	improvisation	offers	unique	chances	for	student	resistance	because	it	forces	students	to	take	risk	by	playing	alone	and	without	music.	For	reasons	discussed	earlier—some	students	perhaps	lack	the	‘inner	wiring’	that	lends	one	to	try	improvisation,	some	students	are	less	willing	to	take	risks—it	is	unlikely	to	achieve	complete	student	acceptance	of,	and	participation	in	improvisation.	In	other	words,	some	resistance	is	inevitable.	All	were	able	to	“resist	the	resistance”	however,	and	in	the	process	were	able	to	make	a	positive	impact	on	their	teaching	environment.	The	ways	in	which	the	participants	were	able	to	
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confront	the	resistance	was	varied,	from	giving	students	the	freedom	to	say	no	to	improvisation,	to	honoring	that	students	will	be	ready	to	improvise	at	their	own	pace,	to	differentiating	instruction,	to	offering	extra	individual	help,	to	simple	grit	and	persistence.	The	impact	on	the	teaching	environment	was	varied	as	well.	Clara	seemed	to	have	created	an	environment	where	all	students	are	willing	to	at	least	try	improvisation.	Michael	and	Amy	have	made	it	such	a	central	part	of	their	teaching	that	they	perceived	that	students	have	accepted	that	improvisation	will	be	a	part	of	their	musical	experience.	Stephen	had	such	a	laid-back	and	positive	approach	to	improvisation	that	he	has	to	turn	students	away	from	improvising	at	their	concerts	because	so	many	are	willing	to	do	it.			 Ryan’s	case	presents	disconfirming	evidence	to	the	other	five	participants’	experiences.	His	students	seemed	to	demonstrate	the	most	resistance	to	improvisation.	This	resistance	took	a	number	of	forms.	Most	obviously,	they	refused	to	improvise	in	rehearsals,	by	themselves,	or	during	concerts.	He	was	in	constant	struggle	to	convince	students	to	improvise.	Requiring	their	participation	in	rehearsal	often	backfired,	with	students	completely	refusing	to	play,	and	allowing	students	to	improvise	on	a	volunteer	basis	led	to	even	fewer	students	participating.	This	last	point	is	in	stark	contrast	to	Stephen,	who	had	more	improvisers	than	he	could	use	in	concerts	after	making	it	a	volunteer	activity.	In	addition	to	this	obvious	resistance,	Ryan	faced	subtler	forms	of	resistance.	He	converted	the	chamber	orchestra	into	an	improvising	jazz	orchestra	to	try	to	attract	some	of	his	most	advanced	students	to	join	the	after-school	ensemble.	What	he	found	was	that	his	
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highest	achieving	students	were	not	interested	in	playing	jazz	or	improvising.	Improvisation	was	a	factor	in	deterring	some	students	from	joining	the	group.	In	the	face	of	student	resistance,	Ryan	initially	redoubled	his	efforts.	He	devoted	more	time	each	rehearsal	to	improvisation,	determined	to	see	it	work.	Ultimately,	he	decided	that	he	was	fighting	a	losing	battle	and	discontinued	his	use	of	jazz	and	improvisation.			 Similar	to	the	other	participants,	there	was	clear	interaction	between	Ryan’s	efficacy	beliefs,	his	behavior,	and	his	teaching	environment.	And	similar	to	the	other	six	participants,	he	was	persistent	in	the	face	of	obstacles.	The	difference	is	that	Ryan	was	unsuccessful	in	making	a	sustained,	consistent	impact	on	his	environment,	and	eventually	succumbed	to	student	resistance	and	ended	improvisation	activities	in	the	classroom.			 Participants	responded	to	resistance	in	a	variety	of	ways,	including	diversifying	their	instruction,	working	with	students	individually,	creating	safe	cultures	that	encouraged	improvisation	and	making	mistakes,	and	convincing	students	of	the	value	of	improvisation.	(see	Table	4)	
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Table	4	
	Quotes	about	resisting	the	resistance	Participant	 Resisting	the	Resistance	Michael	 I	was	able	to	meet	with	[students]	individually	and	give	them	more	musical	assistance.	Never	really	push,	I	tried	not	to	push	too	hard.	I	tried	to	be	very	careful,	not	to	make	them	completely	uncomfortable	to	the	point	where	they	were	just	going	to	push	back	and	give	up.	(Michael2)	I	would	try	to	do	the	best	I	could	to	see	everyone	individually	throughout	the	semester.	I	was	also	embracing	it	being	okay	with	you	making	a	mistake.	One	of	the	tricks	I	did	say	for	some	people	that	are	really	having	trouble,	I	called	it	warm-ups,	so	they	didn’t	put	too	much	weight	on	it.	It	was	just	something	to	have	to	do	because	this	is	what	musicians	do.	(Michael2)	Amy	 I	had	to	definitely	change	my	pacing,	and	change	my	expectations	to	what	they	were	going	to	be	able	to	accomplish	every	semester.	(Amy2)	Basically,	[I	covered]	maybe	less	material,	digging	a	little	deeper	into	each	thing	that	we	do,	and	not	setting	deadlines.	(Amy2)	
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Stephen	 I	don’t	look	at	the	situation	as	being	such	an	all	or	nothing	thing.	It’s	one	piece,	in	the	midst	of	a	concert.	It’s	something	different.	If	someone	wants	to	do	it,	great.	If	someone	doesn’t	want	to	do	it,	that’s	great	too.	I’ve	actually	had	kids,	at	the	time	of	the	concert,	the	day	of,	say	“I’m	going	to	do	it.”	I’ll	say,	“Okay,	you	can	stand	up	after	Johnny.”	And	vice	versa,	I’ll	have	a	kid	say,	“I	don’t	think	I	want	to	do	it	today.”	“Okay,	no	problem.”	(Stephen2)	Tina	 I	tried	to	stay	positive.	“Well,	you	know	what,	I’m	really	proud	of	you	for	trying.	You’re	part	of	this.	We	couldn’t	have	done	it	without	you.	It’s	something	that’s	hard.	I’d	be	scared	too	if	I	didn’t	know,	but	at	the	same	time	you	did	it,	and	I’m	proud	of	you	for	trying.”	(Tina2)	I	said,	“But	do	you	understand	rhythms	better?	Do	you	understand	chord	progressions	better?	Do	you	understand	what	a	riff	is?	You	may	not	have	to	[improvise	ever	again]	because	it’s	not	for	everyone,	but	I’m	glad	you	did	it.	Hopefully,	you	can	appreciate	what	people	do	that	may	be	hard	for	you.”	(Tina2)	
Ryan	 [Improvisation]	took	me	outside	my	comfort	zone,	and	that’s	something	I	told	the	kids.	I	told	them	I’m	not	an	expert	at	this.	We’re	feeling	our	way	through	this,	and	look	at	me,	I’m	putting	myself	on	the	spot	in	front	of	all	of	you.	Sort	of	begging	and	pleading	them	to	meet	me	half	way.	(Ryan2)	
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Clara	 I’m	a	non-assuming	person.	I’ve	talked	to	the	students	about	making	mistakes.	It’s	non-judgmental.	It’s	very	inclusive.	Even	if	they	messed	up,	who	cares?	(Clara2)	I	certainly	try	to	share	that	anxiety	with	my	students,	so	maybe	to	make	them	feel,	“Oh,	that’s	okay.”	But	a	lot	of	them	are	very	shy,	so	we	would	try…Actually	the	whole	class	was	trying	to	really	promote	companionship,	saying,	“I’ll	do	it	with	you.”	It	was	a	lot	of	positive	reinforcement.	(Clara3)	
		
	 Environment:	Parents,	colleagues,	and	administrators.	While	students	are	the	most	prominent	aspect	of	a	teacher’s	work	environment,	parents,	colleagues,	and	administrators	are	also	important	factors.	Reaction	to	improvisation	from	the	participant’s	colleagues	and	administrators	was	somewhat	mixed	including	praise,	ambivalence,	and	opposition.	Participants	shared	that	although	most	responses	were	positive,	there	was	substantial	skepticism	as	well.		 Michael’s	administrators	knew	that	improvisation	was	part	of	the	deal	when	they	hired	him,	yet	once	he	started	teaching	they	expressed	some	reservations.	His	department	head	warned	him	that	he	needed	to	be	ready	for	performances,	and	was	unconvinced	that	improvisation	was	necessary	or	worthwhile	on	such	a	large	scale.	His	colleague	who	directed	the	high	school	orchestras	was	more	traditional	in	his	approach	and	did	not	understand	what	Michael	does.	He	was	also	concerned	that	
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Michael’s	approach	might	be	scaring	off	students.	Michael	reacted	to	this	by	highlighting	the	unique	learning	that	took	place	in	the	classroom	during	performances.	Rather	than	simply	playing	traditional	music,	he	included	improvisation	and	composition	in	his	performances.	He	has	not	fully	succeeded	in	convincing	his	colleagues	to	adopt	his	approach,	but	he	also	has	not	wavered	in	teaching	it	in	his	own	classrooms.		 Clara	received	the	most	resistance	from	her	colleagues.	They	did	not	understand	her	methods,	they	did	not	agree	with	the	democratic,	egalitarian	nature	of	her	classroom.	Furthermore,	they	actively	worked	against	her,	depriving	her	ensembles	of	chances	to	play	at	prominent	events	like	graduation.	She	eventually	expressed	dissatisfaction	to	her	principal,	which	made	the	situation	worse.	She	was	forced	to	team	teach	until	the	next	concert,	after	which	her	colleagues	withdrew	a	bit	and	allowed	her	the	space	to	do	what	she	wanted	to	do.	This	treatment	discouraged	her	personally,	but	did	not	discourage	her	from	pursuing	her	goals	in	the	classroom.	She	credited	this	determination	to	her	stubbornness,	as	well	as	to	the	support	she	received	from	her	students	and	their	parents.		 Amy,	Tina,	Ryan,	and	Stephen	did	not	experience	any	negative	feedback	from	their	administrators.	Occasionally	they	received	positive	feedback—both	Stephen	and	Tina	related	being	congratulated	on	their	students’	improvisations—but	for	the	most	part	the	reaction	from	administrators	has	been	tacit	acceptance,	if	not	outright	praise.	Amy’s	colleagues	were	supportive	and	positive,	while	Tina’s	have	been	mostly	ambivalent.	Tina	has	tried,	unsuccessfully,	to	convince	one	of	her	colleagues	
150	
 
to	attempt	some	of	her	improvisation	projects,	but	so	far	he	has	refused.	This	has	not	deterred	her	from	using	it	in	her	own	classroom.	Stephen	did	not	mention	his	colleagues	as	being	supportive	or	not,	and	Ryan	said	that	some	were	skeptical,	but	many,	including	the	chorus	director	and	music	theory	teacher,	were	willing	to	help	him	figure	out	how	to	make	improvisation	work	in	his	orchestra.	Overall,	colleague	and	administrator	feedback	did	not	seem	to	register	as	a	significant	factor	in	any	of	these	four	participants’	behavior	or	choices	around	improvisation.		 The	final	aspect	of	teaching	environment	is	parental	feedback.	Almost	unanimously	participants	agreed	that	parent	response	to	their	children	learning	to	improvise	was	overwhelmingly	positive.	They	expressed	some	variation	on	the	sentiment	that	parents	loved	hearing	their	kids	improvise	or	perform	more	modern	music	at	their	concerts.	Stephen	specifically	addressed	how	much	parents	enjoy	seeing	their	children	given	a	spotlight	when	improvising.	Amy	described	parent	response	as	“amazing”	and	said	how	impressed	parents	are	by	what	their	children	can	do.	Tina	heard	from	parents	who	loved	having	kids	“jamming”	at	their	house,	working	on	their	improvisation	project.	Ryan	found	parent	response	positive,	largely	because	the	style	was	something	the	parents	could	relate	to	a	bit	more	than	classical	orchestra	repertoire.	Clara,	as	mentioned	above,	received	tremendous	support	from	the	parents	of	her	students,	to	the	point	where	they	fought	to	keep	the	program	intact	in	the	face	of	budget	cuts.	Some	of	this	parental	support	could	be	focused	on	the	larger	program	rather	than	improvisation	specifically.	Nevertheless,	improvisation	has	clearly	done	nothing	to	diminish	parental	support	from	any	of	the	
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participants.		 Each	of	the	participants,	to	varying	degrees,	faced	resistance	from	students	towards	improvisation,	and	each	participant	was	able,	to	varying	degrees,	to	effectively	respond	to	this	resistance.	In	addition	to	direct	resistance	from	the	students	in	their	classrooms,	participants	also	expressed	how	they	had	to	confront	the	expectations	and	demands	of	the	larger	music	education	community	and	culture	in	America	when	using	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	These	expectations	took	two	forms—performance	demands	and	repertoire	expectations—and	these	issues	are	the	next	theme	to	be	discussed.	
Balancing	Improvisation	with	Performance	Demands		 Improvisation	is	by	its	very	nature	a	process-focused	activity.	While	improvisation	can	produce	a	product	for	audience	experience	and	consumption,	much	of	the	value	of	improvisation	comes	from	the	process	of	learning	and	developing	around	improvisation	(Benson,	2003;	Watson,	2000;	Wright	&	Kanellopoulos,	2010).	Music	educators	in	the	United	States	have	traditionally	prioritized	product-oriented	activities.	Music	programs	are	often	judged	on	the	ensembles	they	produce,	the	difficulty	of	the	music	these	ensembles	perform,	and	the	precision	with	which	it	is	performed.	State	music	festivals,	sponsored	by	universities,	state	music	education	associations,	and	other	organizations,	are	commonplace	across	the	country,	where	ensembles	perform	for	ratings	and	scores.	In	some	states	the	ensembles	are	ranked,	allowing	an	ensemble	to	“win	state,”	like	a	football	or	debate	team	would	win	a	contest.	The	effect	of	this	is	that	music	teachers	
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often	face	tremendous	pressure	to	produce	professional	level	performances	with	the	utmost	precision	and	consistency.			 In	this	environment,	improvisation	is	frequently	relegated	to	the	fringes	(Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Riveire,	1997;	Schmidt,	et	al,	2006;	Skube,	2002;	Zitek,	2008).	By	contrast,	the	six	participants	in	this	study	came	to	value	improvisation,	and	each	one	had	to	balance	their	groups’	performance	expectations	with	the	desire	to	have	their	students	improvise.	Further,	most	of	them	shared	the	belief	that	engaging	with	improvisation	did	not	need	to	happen	at	the	expense	of	performance	quality.	They	confronted	this	challenge	in	a	number	of	ways,	including	carefully	planning	time	spent	on	improvisation,	working	for	greater	efficiency	in	rehearsals	preparing	music	for	performance,	and	integrating	improvisation	into	performances	so	that	there	was	not	a	tension	between	the	two.	These	strategies	directly	confront	one	of	the	primary	reasons	many	teachers	cite	for	not	including	improvisation	in	their	teaching:	There	is	not	enough	time	(Byo,	1999).		Stephen	typically	only	introduces	improvisation	at	the	end	of	the	year,	and	only	has	students	improvise	in	the	final	concert	of	the	year.	As	a	result,	improvisation	and	related	activities	do	not	affect	concert	preparations	for	most	of	the	year.	Stephen	believed	that	improvising	was	a	fun,	unique	supplement	to	the	rest	of	the	learning	the	students	do	in	his	orchestra.	Tina	does	not	have	students	improvise	in	concerts,	but	she	does	use	small	group	lesson	time	to	teach	improvisation.	She	shared	that	using	this	time	for	improvisation	instead	of	rehearsing	the	concert	music	required	her	to	work	harder,	but	also	made	her	
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rehearsals	more	productive.	Furthermore,	making	time	for	improvisation	put	more	responsibility	on	the	students	to	learn	their	music.	She	felt	that	her	performances	were	just	as	good	as	if	she	had	not	done	the	project,	and	the	students	had	additional	knowledge	and	skills	because	of	the	project.			 Michael	was	more	interested	in	developing	his	students’	total	musicianship	than	simply	giving	a	good	performance.	He	stated	that	he	was	able	to	focus	on	the	process	of	what	is	happening	in	the	classroom	because	the	performance	rigor	was	not	high	when	he	began	teaching	at	the	school		A	lot	of	the	doors	that	have	been	open	for	me	to	really	focus	on	what’s	happening	in	the	classroom	versus	on	the	stage	happened	because	there	wasn’t	that	rigorous	of	a	performance	environment	here.	(Michael1)	Even	so,	his	school	community	expected	that	he	would	produce	quality	performances,	and	he	said	that	in	the	time	leading	up	to	a	performance	he	will	spend	more	time	than	he	likes	just	rehearsing	arrangements	to	get	them	ready	to	perform.	He	considered	cutting	the	time	spent	on	rehearsing	these	arrangements	and	replacing	them	with	other	activities,	and	he	wanted	to	try	to	complete	his	necessary	rehearsing	in	a	shorter	time	so	that	he	can	focus	on	other	things.	Michael	valued	giving	quality	performances,	but	he	also	wanted	students	to	fully	understand	the	music	they	are	playing,	not	just	be	able	to	perform	it,	and	that	desire	means	he	must	focus	on	other	things	than	simply	rehearsing	the	ensemble	in	a	traditional	way.		
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I	believe	if	I	spend	a	whole	semester	working	on	some	difficult	music—difficult	being	music	that’s	way	beyond	where	they	are	musically	yet—I	don’t	see	the	same	energy.	I	don’t	think	the	learning,	the	actual	learning,	is	taking	place	and	at	the	festival	it	would	look	like	a	higher	score.	I	don’t	think	it	would	equate	to	actual	learning	(Michael2)	Thus	far,	he	has	been	able	to	balance	these	two	desires	and	both	give	performances	that	please	the	school	community,	as	well	as	develop	the	total	musicianship	in	his	students	that	he	so	values.			 Amy	was	similar	to	Michael	and	Tina	in	her	focus	on	total	musicianship	instead	of	just	preparing	for	concerts.	She	was	fortunate	in	that	her	school’s	expectations	for	the	performances	were	flexible	and	open,	so	her	classroom	activities	tend	to	drive	the	content	of	the	concerts	instead	of	the	other	way	around.	She	believed	her	ensembles	perform	at	a	high	level,	and	this	is	at	least	partially	because	of	her	use	of	improvisation	and	learning	music	by	ear.	She	felt	that	the	level	of	her	student	performances	is	of	equal	quality	as	if	she	taught	in	a	more	traditional	way.	 I	think	actually	the	performance	level	is	either	the	same	as	where	it	would	be,	or	it’s	above,	because	they’ve	been	focusing	all	semester	on	listening	to	one	another,	and	interacting	as	improvisers	do.		(Amy2)		I	think	they’re	further	along,	honestly,	than	most	other	programs	I	hear,	because	they’re	listening	and	interacting	with	each	other	much	differently,	
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and	they’re	in	a	smaller	group	setting,	too.	They	have	to	take	more	ownership	over	their	musicianship.	(Amy2)		Further,	because	some	of	her	ensembles	have	odd	instrumentation	for	which	there	are	not	readily	available	arrangements,	she	has	found	it	very	practical	and	helpful	to	have	students	who	can	learn	by	ear	and	even	arrange	some	of	their	own	parts.			 Clara	has	embraced	the	tension	between	improvisation	and	performance	demands	to	the	point	where	it	does	not	seem	to	be	a	struggle	at	all	for	her.	She	frequently	utilizes	non-traditional	repertoire	and	improvisation	in	her	concerts,	going	as	far	as	having	students	improvise	at	a	state-level	adjudicated	festival	performance.	She	has	little	concern	for	tradition	as	it	relates	to	school	orchestras,	and	instead	shows	more	interest	in	promoting	some	of	the	lesser-known	genres	and	traditions	of	American	string	playing.	In	addition,	there	is	less	tension	for	her	because	she	uses	improvisation	to	teach	basic	skills	to	students.	In	Clara’s	classroom,	improvisation	is	not	something	that	takes	time	and	energy	away	from	other	activities,	but	rather	supplements	and	enhances	the	learning	that	would	be	happening	anyway.				 Ryan	was,	once	again,	unique	amongst	the	six	participants.	He	constantly	tried	to	balance	performance	demands	with	improvisation,	and	he	struggled	the	most	with	this	balance.	His	group	only	rehearsed	for	90	minutes	per	week	and	was	expected	to	give	numerous	performances	throughout	the	year.	Further,	Ryan	felt	that	there	were	expectations	as	to	the	performance	level	the	group	needed	to	
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maintain.	For	him,	the	limited	rehearsal	time	and	performance	expectations	meant	that	extra	time	spent	on	improvisation	came	at	the	expense	of	ensemble	causing	the	level	of	the	performances	to	drop.		I’m	accustomed	to	and	I	look	for	a	certain	caliber	of	playing,	of	product	that	I’m	going	to	put	on	stage,	and	we	weren’t	close	to	that.	It	was	really	the	first	time,	and	I	was	kind	of	directly	attributing	that	to	all	the	time	I	had	spent	on	improvisation.	(Ryan3)			 Every	band	and	orchestra	teacher	has	limited	time	with	his	or	her	students,	and	planning	the	best,	most	efficient	use	of	that	time	is	crucial	to	becoming	an	effective	teacher.	Teachers	must	prioritize	the	activities	based	on	what	they	deem	most	relevant	and	important.	Amongst	these	six	participants	there	was	a	range	of	strategies	for	including	improvisation	in	a	way	that	would	not	disrupt	the	other	important	activities	in	the	classroom.	All	of	the	participants,	with	the	exception	of	Ryan,	shared	the	belief	that	it	was	possible	to	integrate	improvisation	without	diminishing	the	performance	level	of	an	ensemble.	For	Tina,	that	meant	working	harder	and	being	more	efficient	in	other	areas.	For	Michael,	Amy,	and	Clara,	it	meant	making	improvisation	such	a	central	part	of	teaching	and	learning	that	it	was	also	a	central	part	of	their	performances.	Ryan	expressed	that	improvisation	came	at	the	expense	of	performance	quality,	and	ultimately	this	was	one	reason	that	he	decided	to	stop	using	improvisation	in	his	orchestra.		 For	these	teachers,	making	the	decision	to	include	improvisation	in	the	
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classroom	meant	making	a	break	with	norms	and	traditions	in	the	classroom.	Doing	so	involved	some	level	of	risk,	both	personally	and	professionally.	The	next	theme	involves	the	participants’	discussions	of	risk—the	risks	they	took	as	teachers,	the	risks	they	asked	their	students	to	take,	and	how	they	worked	to	manage	and	minimize	these	risks	for	all	involved.	
Embracing	the	Uncertainty:	Taking	and	Minimizing	Risk	
		 Risk	is	inherent	in	many	facets	of	music	education.	Asking	students	to	perform,	either	alone	or	with	others,	in	front	of	a	group	of	people	involves	risks	for	both	student	and	teacher.	There	is	risk	of	failure	to	perform	up	to	one’s	ability,	risk	of	disappointment	or	embarrassment	if	a	performance	goes	poorly,	and	just	the	risk	inherent	in	being	in	front	of	a	group	of	people	in	any	capacity.	Improvising	seems	to	introduce	some	unique	risks	into	the	music	classroom,	or	at	least	it	makes	already	present	risks	more	acute.		 A	few	of	the	participants	discussed	how	they	came	to	understand	and	confront	the	personal	risk	involved	in	using	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	The	most	effective	means	for	this	was	the	mentor-model	experience	(see	Table	5).	Tina	expressed	her	discomfort	with	improvising	to	her	mentor-model	and	explained	that	she	needed	to	feel	comfortable	improvising	before	she	was	willing	to	teach	it	to	students.	Once	she	had	seen	her	mentor-model	teach,	she	felt	confident	not	just	in	her	own	improvising	but	also	in	her	ability	to	teach	it	to	students.	Both	Michael	and	Amy	had	such	empowering,	equipping	experiences	during	their	time	with	their	mentor-model	that	they	did	not	worry	about	whether	it	would	work.		
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	 What	is	described	here	closely	relates	to	the	development	of	self-efficacy,	and	so	it	seems	that	sufficient	preparation,	in	these	cases	through	a	mentor-model	experience,	helps	develop	self-efficacy,	which	in	turn	reduces	the	sense	of	risk	associated	with	teaching	improvisation.	In	other	words,	these	participants	knew	they	could	teach	improvisation,	felt	well	prepared	to	do	so,	and	therefore	were	less	concerned	that	it	might	not	be	a	success.	Clara	is	a	notable	exception	to	this.	She,	like	the	others,	had	an	impactful	mentor-model	experience,	but	even	after	this	experience	she	felt	unsure	whether	it	was	going	to	work	in	her	classroom.	She	also	expressed	an	acknowledgment	and	acceptance	that	some	risk	was	inevitable,	and	she	did	not	let	the	risk	deter	her	from	what	she	felt	was	important	(see	Table	5).	Further,	she	used	what	anxiety	she	had	to	help	her	students	overcome	their	fears	about	improvising.		 She	was	not	alone	in	this.	Ryan	was	also	vulnerable	with	his	students	in	an	attempt	to	ease	their	fears	around	improvising	and	help	them	feel	more	comfortable.	While	other	participants	had	different	methods,	all	of	them	shared	about	the	importance	of	managing	student	risk	by	helping	them	feel	comfortable	and	reducing	their	anxiety	(see	Table	6).	Amy	and	Michael	both	differentiated	instruction,	offering	less	intimidating	or	conspicuous	activities	to	struggling	students.	They	both	also	worked	with	students	individually	so	that	fear	of	failing	in	front	of	peers	was	not	a	factor.		 	Similarly,	Stephen	and	Ryan	frequently	allowed	students	to	improvise	in	large	groups,	reducing	exposure	to	peers	and	allowing	students	the	chance	to	try,	
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and	possibly	struggle,	without	others	hearing	their	mistakes.	Stephen	also	took	a	very	relaxed	approach	to	improvisation,	expressing	that	it	was	treated	as	just	another	activity	during	the	year,	and	sharing	that	he	never	forced	any	student	to	improvise,	either	in	rehearsal	or	concert.	His	laid-back	attitude	seems	to	have	fostered	a	similar	culture	in	rehearsals,	where	students	were	free	to	participate	as	they	felt	comfortable,	and	many	did	so.	Tina	allowed	much	of	her	improvisation	project	to	be	completed	at	home,	allowing	students	the	chance	to	try,	and	possibly	fail,	in	the	privacy	of	their	bedrooms.	The	common	thread	in	all	of	these	approaches	is	to	reduce	the	visibility	and	conspicuity	of	students	as	they	are	attempting	to	improvise,	indicating	that	one	of	the	primary	risks	students	feel	around	improvising	is	being	singled	out	in	front	of	their	peers.		
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Table	5	
Quotes	about	personal	risk	taking	around	improvisation	Participant	 Overcoming	their	own	anxiety/dealing	with	risk	
Michael	 I	think	I	came	in	feeling	motivated	to	try	and	make	this	work.	To	try	and	prioritize	something	different	than	what	was	prioritized	in	my	education.	I	felt	like	I	had	legs	to	stand	on	to	do	it.	
Tina	 I	want	to	be	able	to	do	this,	but	I	don’t	feel	comfortable	teaching	unless	I	know	what	I’m	doing.	(Tina2)	I	remember	feeling	very	excited.	I	felt	much	more	confident	in	my	skills	in	teaching	it	and	explaining	it.	(Tina2)	
Clara	 You	always	take	risk,	no	matter	what	you	do.	In	some	ways,	having	to	deal	with	a	second	language	…	I	started	really	learning	English	very,	very	well	when	I	was	19.	That	hurdle	was	already	a	fear	factor,	because	I	had	to	go	and	think	in	a	different	language,	and	talk	in	a	different	language,	and	teach.	I	think	that	prepared	me	for	the	fear	factor	of	improvising.	(Clara3)	
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Table	6	
Quotes	about	managing	the	risks	to	students		Participant	 Managing	Student	Risk/Anxiety	Michael	 I	was	able	to	meet	with	[struggling	students]	individually	and	give	them	more	musical	assistance.	I	tried	to	be	very	careful,	not	to	make	them	completely	uncomfortable	to	the	point	where	they	were	just	going	to	push	back	and	give	up.	(Michael2)	Tina	 I	would	sit	in	on	lessons	and	do	it	with	them	so	that	they	would	feel	comfortable.	I	really	felt	like	if	they	saw	me	doing	it	…	I	would	say	“I	don’t	know	what	I’m	doing	either.	It’s	okay”	(Tina2)	We	always	started	with	more	than	one	person	playing.	Everybody	playing	at	the	same	time	so	you	felt	safety	without	having	to	be	singled	out	by	yourself.	(Tina2)	
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Stephen	 I	think	that	everyone	would	certainly	participate	in	the	activity,	because	to	them,	it’s	not	different	than,	“Hey,	I’m	coming	to	a	lesson,	[my	teacher]	wants	me	to	do	this,	I’m	going	to	do	it.”	They’re	not	thinking	anything	other	than	“This	is	an	activity.	We’re	doing	an	activity.”	(Stephen2)	Then	I	would	do	a	general	beat	and	I’d	say	“Okay,	let’s	as	a	class,	you	guys	just	make	stuff	up,	on	your	own,	but	let’s	listen	to	it	together.”	So	you	hear	this	cacophony	of	sound.	So	that’s	a	cool	thing	too,	where	you	could	have	the	whole	class	do	it.	(Stephen2)	Amy	 I	gave	them	more	time.	I	started	giving	them	practice	time	in	class,	or	giving	them	group	practice	time.	“Go	work	with	a	buddy	and	work	this	out.”	(Amy2)	Girls	that	are	motivated	to	improve,	I’ve	had	really	good	success	working	with	individually.	I	just	work	with	them	one	on	one.	(Amy3)	
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Ryan	 [Improvising]	took	me	very	much	outside	of	my	comfort	zone,	and	that’s	something	I	told	the	kids.	I	told	them	I’m	not	an	expert	at	this.	We’re	feeling	our	way	through	this,	and	look	at	me,	I’m	putting	myself	on	the	spot	in	front	of	all	of	you	sort	of	begging	and	pleading	them	to	meet	me	half	way.	(Ryan2)	I’ve	used	that	pretty	extensively,	that	sort	of	safety	in	numbers	idea.	It	will	be	chaos	for	a	couple	of	bars	but	they	were	secure	in	the	knowledge	that	no	one	was	going	to	hear	them	mess	up.	(Ryan2)	Clara	 I	talked	about	when	I	was	at	the	workshop	that	it	was	absolutely	not	only	me,	but	a	lot	of	people	that	were	adult	string	players	were	completely	frozen	when	they	had	to	improvise.	I	shared	that	experience	with	the	students.	We	were	pretty	much	at	the	same	level	in	some	respect.	I	really	feel	they	teach	me	sometimes	as	much	as	I	teach	them.	There	is	definitely	an	exchange	here	with	students.	As	for	fear	of	improvising,	I	was	definitely	using	myself	and	the	other	string	teachers	in	workshops	to	say,	“If	you	are	afraid,	I	do	understand	what	it	is	because	I	couldn’t	do	it	myself.”	Trying	to	compare	what	I	was	going	through	and	what	they	were	going	through,	and	trying	to	connect	their	anxiety	to	mine.	(Clara3)	
	 Another	common	sentiment	was	the	desire	to	make	kids	comfortable	with	making	mistakes.	A	number	of	participants	expressed	that	students	are	often	
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terrified	to	make	a	mistake,	but	they	tried	to	create	a	space	where	mistakes	were	allowed,	and	even	encouraged,	as	part	of	the	learning	process	(see	Table	7).	Finally,	age	seems	to	play	a	factor	in	student	anxiety.	Both	Stephen	and	Amy	expressed	how	younger	students	(6th	grade	and	below)	are	more	willing	to	improvise	because	“they	are	just	incredibly	open	still.	They	haven’t	reached	a	point	where	their	fear	has	sunk	in”	(Amy2).			 The	other	primary	risk	students	seem	to	face	is	playing	without	notated	music.	Doing	so	requires	knowledge	of	scales,	or	chords,	or	a	developed	ability	to	audiate.	Audiation	involves	hearing	and	comprehending	music	for	which	the	sound	is	not	present	(Gordon,	2011).	During	improvisation,	it	means	hearing	the	notes	one	desires	to	play	before	successfully	playing	them.			 The	participants	also	discussed	ways	of	dealing	with	these	demands	on	students,	primarily	through	their	methods	of	instruction.	All	six	participants	discussed	how	they	initially	presented	improvisation	to	their	students,	and	each	had	a	methodical,	thoughtful	approach	that	started	simply	and	progressed	slowly	towards	more	complicated	improvisation.	Stephen	gave	his	young	string	students	a	chart	that	showed	them	which	notes	they	could	play	that	would	sound	the	best,	and	where	those	notes	were	on	the	neck	of	their	instruments.	This	chart,	a	“menu”	of	notes	as	he	called	it,	gave	the	students	freedom	within	clearly	defined	boundaries.	Tina’s	improvisation	assignment	involved	substantial	preparatory	activities	on	scales,	chords,	and	form,	and	provided	the	students	the	necessary	information	to	begin	improvising.	Michael	and	Amy	both	explicitly	worked	to	develop	students’	
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ability	to	audiate.	Many	of	the	students	had	never	been	asked	to	sing	in	class	before	they	began	working	with	them,	and	so	they	each	began	with	very	simple	tunes,	with	simple	chord	progressions,	that	made	it	easier	for	students	to	participate.	The	difficulty	of	what	students	were	being	asked	to	do	slowly	and	gradually	built	over	a	long	period	of	time,	as	students’	ability	to	hear	and	understand	various	sounds	developed.		 Based	on	the	experiences	of	these	six	participants,	achieving	complete	student	acceptance	of,	and	participation	in,	improvisation	is	unlikely.	As	such,	a	successful	attempt	to	incorporate	improvisation	into	the	classroom	will	need	to	be	flexible	and	varied	to	account	for	the	differences	in	student	beliefs,	ability,	and	interest.	This	is	no	different	than	any	other	activity	involving	a	large	group	of	students.	Still,	there	seem	to	be	unique	risks	and	fears	associated	with	improvising.	Managing	one’s	own	anxiety,	and	then	understanding	and	managing	the	risks	associated	with	students	improvising,	seems	to	be	an	important	step	in	ensuring	a	successful	introduction	of	improvisation	into	the	music	classroom.	
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Table	7	
Fostering	a	culture	where	mistakes	are	encouraged	Participant	 Allowing/encouraging	mistakes	Michael	 I	wanted	to	get	them	comfortable	with	making	mistakes.	They’ve	been	in	an	environment	that	had	been	predominantly,	if	you	make	a	mistake	by	what’s	written	on	the	page,	that’s	a	mistake.	What	I	changed,	or	tried	to	change,	was,	if	you	make	a	mistake,	I	want	it	to	be	a	smart	mistake.	I’m	expecting	you	to	make	a	mistake	and	I	want	to	hear	it,	and	then	I’m	going	to	tell	you	how	awesome	that	mistake	is,	that	was	what	I	wanted	to	see.	(Michael2)	Tina	 It’s	like	when	we	improvise	and	I’m	teaching	and	I	make	the	wrong	notes,	I’m	like,	“Ah,	whatever.	See,	I	made	a	mistake.	See,	you	can	do	the	mistake	too.	Nobody	would	even	know.	It	doesn’t	matter.”	(Tina1)	Stephen	 The	fact	that	they’re	improvising	means	that	there’s	no	mistakes.	In	a	certain	way	it’s	perfect.	It’s	perfection	because	you	can	spotlight	them	without	them	feeling	that,	“Hey,	if	I	mess	up,	my	world	is	over.”	(Stephen2)	Ryan	 I	would	try	to	engineer	it	so	that	they	couldn’t	mess	up.	You’re	only	going	to	use	these	scale	degrees	against	this	chord	so	that	nothing	you	play—and	these	are	probably	the	words	I	said	more	often	than	
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anything	else—nothing	you	play	is	wrong.	Nothing	you	play	will	sound	wrong.	(Ryan2)	Clara	 I’m	a	non-assuming	person.	I’ve	talked	to	the	students	about	making	mistakes	…	It’s	non-judgmental,	it’s	very	inclusive.	(Clara2)	
			 The	participants	understood	the	risks	involved	in	improvising,	understood	the	difficulty	of	balancing	performance	demands	with	improvisation,	and	understood	that	resistance	from	students	is	inevitable	and	must	be	managed	so	that	the	resistance	did	not	become	an	insurmountable	obstacle	to	improvisation.	Despite	these	challenges,	most	of	them	were	committed	to	continuing	using	improvisation	in	the	classroom,	and	this	determination	came	largely	from	the	high	value	they	placed	on	improvisation.	
Belief	in	the	Value	of	Improvisation		 The	final	theme	that	emerged	in	the	interviews	was	that	each	participant	had	a	clear	sense	of	the	value	and	worth	of	improvisation,	which	in	turn	gave	them	a	clear	sense	of	purpose	for	its	inclusion.	The	self-efficacy	belief	they	had	to	successfully	teach	improvisation	was	very	important	in	their	decision	to	do	so.	But	equally,	if	not	more	important	was	a	strong	sense	that	improvisation	was	not	just	appropriate	for	their	students,	but	was	necessary.		 Bandura	(1986)	discussed	a	concept,	related	to	self-efficacy	theory,	that	he	called	outcome	expectations.	Just	as	it	sounds,	outcome	expectations	are	the	
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expected	benefits	and	results	of	attempting	a	particular	behavior.	Bandura	argued	that	outcome	expectations,	while	important,	were	secondary	to,	and	largely	determined	by,	self-efficacy	beliefs.	In	other	words,	high	efficacy	for	a	behavior	tends	to	lead	an	individual	to	have	higher	expectations	for	the	outcome	of	the	behavior,	and	also	to	place	a	higher	value	on	the	outcome.	Within	this	construct,	the	participants	in	this	study	valued	the	outcomes	of	improvisation	because	they	had	high	confidence	of	success.			 Other	scholars,	including	Fishbein	and	Ajzen	(1972,	1974)	argued	that	motivation	towards	a	task	is	primarily	motivated	by	the	value	each	individual	places	on	the	task,	independent	of	perceived	levels	of	competence	for	the	task.	Under	this	view,	the	participants’	journey	towards	placing	a	high	value	on	improvisation	was	the	main	factor	that	led	to	them	choosing	to	include	it	in	their	classrooms.	In	this	study,	is	difficult	to	dissect	the	precise	ordering	and	prominence	each	factor—self-efficacy	and	outcome	expectations—played	in	the	participants’	decisions	to	use	improvisation.	What	is	clear	is	that	each	of	them	valued	improvisation	for	what	it	could	add	to	their	classroom	and	to	their	students’	musical	experience.			 Both	Michael	and	Amy	expressed	a	sense	that	improvisation	was	not	just	a	good	activity,	but	was	central	to	how	people	learn	music.	Learning	songs	by	ear,	creating	melodies	and	bass	lines,	and	improvising	were	not	just	good	supplemental	activities,	but	to	them	were	central,	crucial	components	in	learning	music.	They	had	high	confidence	that	they	could	be	successful	using	these	methods,	but	also	had	a	strong	sense	that	they	must	be	successful,	because	to	teach	any	other	way	would	be	
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to	deprive	their	students	of	true	music	learning.	Amy	said,	“[Improvisation]	is	how	we	learn	music.	This	is	a	fundamental	part	of	music	learning	to	me	now”	(Amy2).	Michael,	when	describing	his	attitude	when	starting	his	current	job,	said,	If	I	know	that	this	means	the	type	of	learning	that	can	occur,	why	would	I	take	that	away	from	these	kids?	And	if	you’re	going	to	hire	me,	this	is	what	I’m	going	to	provide.	This	is	learning.	If	you	do	it	another	way	you’re	choosing	not	to	have	that	be	a	learning	aspect	of	your	student’s	life,	and	that	to	me	is	something	that	gets	me	very	worked	up.	(Michael1)			 		 Clara	did	not	state	things	quite	so	strongly,	but	she	did	share	that	using	improvisation	was	a	much	more	effective	and	engaging	way	to	teach	her	students	than	using	traditional	methods,	such	as	performing	traditional	classical	music	only	from	notated	scores.	She	initially	began	using	improvisation	and	non-traditional	music	as	a	way	to	recruit	and	engage	students,	but	she	came	to	feel	so	passionate	about	it	that	she	started	working	with	college	students	and	in-service	teachers	on	doing	the	same.	As	Clara	has	gained	more	experience	and	ability	in	what	she	called	the	“alternative	styles”,	and	has	found	more	resources,	she	has	transitioned	her	program	to	be	primarily	based	on	learning	by	ear	and	improvising.	Despite	having	received	a	world-class,	completely	traditional	music	education,	she	clearly	felt	that	improvisation,	and	traditional	styles	of	music,	are	clearly	the	future	of	string	education.		
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I	came	from	France,	and	to	me	America	is	about	jazz	and	about	fiddling.	It’s	surprising	that	a	lot	of	American	string	teachers	don’t	see	that.	There	is	a	history	here	that	is	very	rich,	but	it’s	so	totally	disconnected	from	teaching	strings	classically.	To	me	that	doesn’t	make	sense.	It	has	to	connect,	reconnect.	(Clara2)			 Tina	did	not	completely	discount	traditional	ways	of	teaching	and	learning,	nor	does	she	eschew	classical	music,	but	she	did	state	her	belief	in	the	importance	of	the	skills	her	students	were	developing	during	their	improvisation	project.	This	belief	came	initially	from	observing	her	Mentor-Model	work	with	her	students.		The	way	they	played	their	instruments,	the	way	they	looked	at	music	and	improvisation,	there	was	tremendous	growth.	So,	I	felt	this	is	something	that	these	kids	deserve	to	have	in	their	curriculum,	so	I	really	tried	to	incorporate	it	into	my	own.	(Tina3)	She	wanted	students	to	be	more	well-rounded	and	to	understand	not	just	their	instruments,	how	music	works	on	a	deeper	level.	She	felt	that	her	improvisation	project	was	an	effective	way	of	developing	this	understanding.		 Stephen,	talking	about	his	students,	wanted	to	“get	you	guys	just	jamming	out”	(Stephen3).	He	exhibited	an	attitude	of	wanting	the	students	to	know	that	improvisation	is	an	aspect	of	music	making	that	exists	and	is	available	to	them,	and	he	wanted	them	to	experience	doing	it.	He	also	loved	rock	music	and	relished	the	chance	to	let	kids	“jam	out”	on	music	that	they,	and	he,	really	enjoy	playing.		
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	 For	Ryan,	improvisation	was	secondary	to	playing	in	the	jazz	idiom.	He	began	using	improvisation	as	a	by-product	of	creating	the	jazz	orchestra,	so	his	sense	of	purpose	around	it	was	initially	less	developed	than	the	other	participants.	Even	so,	he	developed	a	sense	that	to	play	jazz	means	to	improvise,	and	he	also	expressed	the	belief	that	improvisation	would	help	his	students	be	better	musicians,	so	he	was	committed	to	making	it	work	for	as	long	as	he	could.	In	fact,	in	the	face	of	student	resistance	and	frustration	over	their	slow	progress	with	improvisation,	his	belief	about	its	value	to	his	students	was	perhaps	the	only	thing	causing	him	to	stay	with	it.	And	eventually,	although	he	discontinued	his	jazz	orchestra,	Ryan	was	open	to	using	improvisation	in	other	aspects	of	his	daily	teaching	because	of	this	belief	in	its	value	to	them.		There	is,	certainly,	value	in	putting	the	toolbox	in	the	kids’	hands.	I	think	they	do	get	something	positive	of	creating	and	not	necessarily	playing	what’s	on	a	piece	of	paper.	There	is	some	creativity	built	into	that,	too,	with	interpretation.	The	national	standards,	the	NYSSMA	standards	do	have	a	whole	section	for	improvising	or	creating	or	composing.	Any	outlet	to	do	those	things	is	a	positive.	(Ryan3)			 It	is	difficult	to	determine	the	order	in	which	the	participants’	beliefs	came	to	the	front	of	their	consciousness.	Did	they	first	believe	in	their	ability	to	teach	improvisation,	or	in	its	value	and	worth	to	their	students?	Did	those	beliefs	develop	simultaneously,	or	did	self-efficacy	beliefs	drive	their	beliefs	about	value?	Bandura	
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(1986,	1997)	argued	that	self-efficacy	is	the	driving	factor,	and	that	any	value	placed	on	an	activity	is	a	result	of	perceived	competence	for	it,	and	subsequent	success	at	it.	Others	(Fishbein	&	Ajzen,	1972,	1974;	Eccles	&	Wigfield,	1995;	Eccles,	Wigfield,	Harold,	&	Blumenfeld,	1993;	Eccles,	Wigfield,	&	Schiefele,	1998;	O’Neill,	1999)	have	argued	that	the	value	placed	on	the	outcome	of	a	task	is	a	stronger	predictor	of	an	individual’s	decision	to	attempt	and	persist	at	the	task.	In	fact,	some	scholars	have	found	that	a	high	value	placed	on	a	task	is	predictive	of	behavior,	even	when	low	self-efficacy	beliefs	for	the	task	are	present	(Eccles	&	Wigfield,	1995;	O’Neill,	1999;	Wigfield,	1994;	Wigfield	&	Eccles,	1992).	It	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	study	to	enter	into	that	debate.	What	is	clear	is	that	both	efficacy	beliefs	and	outcome	expectations	were	important	factors	in	all	six	participants’	decisions	regarding	improvisation.	
Summary		 Some	of	the	participants—Michael,	Amy,	Clara,	and	Stephen—did	not	initially	want	or	set	out	to	be	secondary	music	teachers.	Their	journey	toward	improvisation	happened	concurrently	with	their	journey	towards	music	education.	Ryan	and	Tina,	however,	pursued	music	education	from	the	beginning	of	their	undergraduate	studies,	and	only	considered	improvisation	once	they	had	already	begun	teaching.	This	difference	in	initial	desire	to	teach	does	not	seem	to	have	made	a	difference	in	their	initial	attitudes	towards	teaching	improvisation.	What	did	make	a	clear	difference	was	an	encounter	with	an	experienced	educator	who	convinced	them	of	the	value	of	improvisation	and	caused	each	teacher	to	pursue	it	in	their	respective	classrooms.	
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	 These	experiences,	which	I	call	mentor-model	experiences,	were	a	common	factor	in	five	of	the	six	teachers’	decisions	regarding	improvisation.	Only	Ryan	did	not	have	one	of	these	experiences.		For	the	other	five,	the	mentor-model	experience	was	seminal	in	their	decisions	to	use	improvisation	in	the	classroom.	For	Michael,	Amy,	and	Tina,	this	experience	took	the	form	of	working	with	a	single	individual	over	a	longer	period	of	time.	Clara	had	a	number	of	these	experiences	during	workshops	with	a	couple	of	different	educators.	Stephen’s	experiences	began	with	someone	he	never	even	met—Stephane	Grapelli—and	continued	with	working	with	a	colleague	during	a	university	teaching	job.			 Once	the	participants	had	decided	to	engage	with	improvisation,	their	experiences	were	varied.	One	difference	is	the	role	improvisation	plays	in	each	teacher’s	classroom.	Michael,	Clara,	and	Amy	put	it	at	the	center	of	what	they	do,	while	Tina	and	Stephen	use	it	less,	but	in	a	focused	way.	Ryan	used	improvisation	as	part	of	one	specific	ensemble	but	not	in	the	rest	of	his	teaching	practice.	All	of	the	participants	have	included	improvisation	as	part	of	a	school	performance,	and	Clara	has	gone	so	far	as	to	have	her	students	improvise	during	state	adjudicated	festivals.			 A	common	experience	for	all	six	participants	was	the	experience	of	some	sort	of	resistance	to	improvisation	on	the	part	of	students.	Each	teacher	had	students	who	struggled	with	improvisation,	resisted	participating,	or	both.	A	large	part	of	each	teacher’s	experience	was	how	they	reacted	to	and	handled	this	resistance.	The	participants	generally	received	support	from	their	colleagues	and	administration,	as	well	as	parents.	There	were	exceptions.	Clara’s	colleagues	actively	sought	to	
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ostracize	and	discourage	her	from	her	teaching	methods,	while	Amy	received	some	resistance	from	a	parent	or	two	who	did	not	think	their	children	were	being	challenged	sufficiently.		 Further,	each	teacher	had	to	work	within	a	music	education	culture	that	values	performance	above	other	activities,	and	their	attempts	to	balance	performance	demands	with	a	desire	to	improvise	was	something	with	which	each	participant	had	to	reckon.	This	tension	is	not	direct	resistance	from	an	individual,	but	rather	is	cultural	resistance	from	the	larger	music	education	environment.		 Finally,	each	participant	had	a	clear	conception	of	the	value	of	improvisation	to	his	or	her	students.	This	conviction	of	improvisation’s	worth	as	an	activity	was	implicit	in	their	discussions	about	improvisation,	but	they	also	openly	expressed	their	belief	in	its	value	in	their	classrooms.	This	belief	in	the	value	of	improvisation	allowed	the	participants	to	face	the	resistance	they	encountered,	and	gave	them	motivation	to	continue	using	it	in	their	classrooms.		 	
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Chapter	Six:	Discussion	and	Implications			 Improvisation	is	largely	absent	from	American	music	education,	particularly	in	band	and	orchestra	classrooms	(see	Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Blockland,	2014;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Mroz,	1982;	Skube,	2002;	Snell	&	Azzara,	2015;	Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock,	2015;	Wilson,	2003;	Zitek,	2008).	One	of	the	primary	reasons	given	for	this	lack	of	inclusion	is	a	lack	of	confidence	on	the	part	of	teachers	(Adderley,	1999	&	2000;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Brophy,	2002;	Froseth,	1996;	Kirkland,	1996;	Madura	Ward-Steinman,	2007;	Mroz,	1982;	Riveire,	1997;	Whitcomb,	2005).	Self-efficacy	theorists	posit	that	high	self-efficacy	towards	a	task	makes	an	individual	more	likely	to	attempt	the	task,	more	likely	to	persist	in	the	face	of	difficulty,	and	ultimately	more	likely	to	succeed	at	the	task.	Based	on	the	above	literature,	it	seems	that	self-efficacy	for	improvisation	may	be	a	factor	in	the	decision	of	American	instrumental	music	teachers	to	engage	or	not	engage	in	improvisation.		 In	this	study	I	sought	to	examine	the	role	self-efficacy	beliefs	played	in	secondary	instrumental	teachers’	choices	to	include	improvisation	in	their	classrooms.	If,	as	we	might	assume,	a	lack	of	self-efficacy	is	keeping	many	teachers	from	attempting	improvisation,	what	role	did	self-efficacy	play	in	the	decisions	of	teachers	to	include	improvisation	in	their	classrooms?	Further,	what	lessons	can	the	larger	educational	community	glean	from	the	experiences	of	these	teachers?	Following	Seidman’s	(1998)	model,	I	conducted	three	in-depth	interviews	with	each	of	the	six	participants.	The	following	research	questions	guided	the	data	collection	
176	
 
and	analysis	of	this	study:		 1.	What	role	does	teacher	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	instruction	 														play	in	a	teacher’s	initial	implementation	of	students	improvisation	behavior	in	an	instrumental	music	classroom?		 2.	How	does	a	teacher’s	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation	instruction			 					change	throughout	implementation	of	improvisation	in	the	classroom?				 					What	factor(s)	influence	these	changes?	3.	How	does	teachers’	self-efficacy	for	improvisation,	as	well	as	teachers’	improvisation	instruction,	affect	their	overall	educational	community	(e.g.,	colleague	and	administrator	responses	and	more	widespread	improvisation	implementation)	as	well	as	affect	their	students’	musical	behaviors?	I	organized	the	five	emergent	themes	into	two	categories.	The	first	is	the	development	of	beliefs	around	improvisation,	and	the	second	is	how	those	beliefs	allowed	the	participants	to	overcome	obstacles.		
	 Development	of	beliefs	about	improvisation	
§ “Flipping	the	switch”	of	self-efficacy.	
§ Belief	in	the	value	of	improvisation.	Beliefs	about	improvisation	affecting	behavior	
§ Embracing	the	uncertainty:	Taking	and	minimizing	risk.	
§ Resisting	the	resistance.	
§ Balancing	improvisation	with	performance	demands.	
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These	themes	make	up	the	meta-narrative	for	all	six	participants:	How	did	beliefs	and	convictions	around	improvisation	develop	(or	not),	and	how	did	those	beliefs	affect	their	subsequent	improvisation	activities	in	the	classroom?	The	nature	of	qualitative	research	is	to	be	open	to	meaning	as	expressed	by	participants,	and	the	themes	that	emerge	from	their	experiences.	As	I	analyzed	the	interview	data	I	tried	to	stay	open	in	this	way.	As	such,	these	five	themes	do	not	fit	neatly	with	the	three	research	questions.	Some	themes	fit	fairly	well	with	a	particular	research	question.	For	example,	resisting	the	resistance	answers	question	two	directly.	Other	themes,	such	as	balancing	improvisation	with	performance	demands,	speak	to	multiple	research	questions.	Other	emergent	themes	may	not	relate	directly	with	any	of	the	initial	research	questions,	but	illuminate	important	aspects	of	these	participants’	experiences.			 In	this	chapter	I	discuss,	through	the	lens	of	self-efficacy,	the	five	aforementioned	themes	and	explore	potential	meaning	behind	the	participants’	experiences,	as	well	as	whether	there	is	an	essence	to	the	experience	of	improvisation	as	understood	by	these	six	participants.	I	also	present	implications	for	the	field	of	music	education.	Where	appropriate,	I	connect	the	themes	to	the	research	questions	but	I	avoid	trying	to	fit	each	theme	neatly	into	a	particular	question.	I	conclude	with	suggestions	for	further	research.	
Development	of	Beliefs	about	Improvisation		 According	to	Bandura	(1997),	self-efficacy	beliefs	are	the	most	important	determinant	for	an	individual	to	attempt	a	task,	persist	in	the	face	of	difficulty,	and	
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ultimately	be	successful.	Further,	mastery	(ME)	and	vicarious	(VE)	experiences	are	the	most	potent	sources	of	self-efficacy	beliefs,	followed	by	verbal	persuasion	(VP)	and	affective	and	cognitive	states	(AC).	Other	scholars	have	claimed	that	the	relative	strength	of	these	sources	can	be	affected	by	factors	such	as	gender,	ethnicity,	and	cultural	values	(Hendricks,	2016;	Usher	&	Pajares,	2008).			 For	the	six	participants	in	this	study,	self-efficacy	certainly	played	an	important	role	in	their	decisions	regarding	improvisation	in	the	classroom,	with	ME	and	VE	being	the	primary	sources	of	their	self-efficacy	beliefs.	I	did	not	ask	questions	specifically	relating	to	the	participants’	gender,	ethnicity,	or	culture	as	these	affected	their	experiences,	and	as	such	it	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	study	to	come	to	strong	conclusions	about	these	mediating	factors.	I	will	note,	though,	that	both	the	men	and	women	seemed	to	develop	self-efficacy	beliefs	primarily	through	ME	and	VE,	and	their	mentor-model	experience	(MME)	acted	as	the	primary	source	of	both.		 The	MME	was	a	crucial	step	in	the	participants’	journeys	toward	using	improvisation	in	their	band	and	orchestra	classes.	For	the	five	participants	who	had	one,	the	MME	provided	strong	ME	and	VE,	and	all	five	indicated	higher	self-efficacy	beliefs	after	their	MME.	Further,	each	of	these	five	clearly	believed	their	MME	to	be	a	catalyst	in	their	decision	to	include	improvisation	in	their	classes.	Further,	the	one	participant	who	did	not	have	a	strong	MME	ultimately	decided	to	abandon	improvisation	and	expressed	the	lowest	self-efficacy	for	improvisation.	Yet,	for	these	participants,	the	link	between	the	MME	and	the	development	of	self-efficacy	
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beliefs	is	multi-faceted.			 As	many	scholars	have	established,	self-efficacy	is	a	more	powerful	predictor	of	behavior	if	it	is	task-specific	(Bandura,	1997;	Pajares	&	Strunk,	2001).	Each	participant,	at	the	conclusion	of	his	or	her	MME,	demonstrated	high	self-efficacy	for	two	specific	tasks	related	to	improvisation:	Improvising	themselves	on	their	instrument,	and	teaching	students	to	improvise.	These	two	tasks	are	closely	related,	and	it	seems	that	self-efficacy	for	the	first	will	typically	precede	that	for	the	second.	Further,	it	seems	that	both	sets	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	must	be	present	in	order	for	a	teacher	to	attempt	improvisation	in	their	classrooms.	The	importance	of	the	MME	in	developing	both	types	of	self-efficacy	beliefs	is	reinforced	by	Ryan,	who	lacked	an	MME,	and	also	communicated	a	lack	of	self-efficacy	for	both	tasks.		The	MME	was	sufficient	to	provide	the	self-efficacy	needed	for	both	tasks	in	each	of	the	other	five	participants,	regardless	of	the	exact	format	it	took.	This	indicates	that	there	is	no	“one	size	fits	all”	approach	to	an	MME.	Rather,	any	experience	that	provides	teachers	with	self-efficacy	for	improvising	as	well	as	teaching	improvisation	should	be	effective	at	encouraging	teachers	to	include	it	in	their	classrooms.		 Beyond	self-efficacy,	the	MME	seemed	to	be	responsible	for	also	developing	in	the	participants	a	strong	belief	in	the	value	of	improvisation.	Each	of	the	five	participants	(apart	from	Ryan),	in	reflecting	on	their	MME,	expressed	a	variation	on	the	sentiment	that	improvisation	became	something	they	felt	was	not	just	possible	to	teach	to	their	students,	but	was	important,	and	even	necessary.	Many	scholars	have	studied	the	role	of	value	placed	on	a	task	in	determining	an	individual’s	
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behavior.	Fishbein	&	Ajzen	(1972,	1974)	introduced	the	concept	of	expectancy-value	theory,	in	which	the	expected	worth	and	value	placed	on	a	task	by	an	individual	is	the	primary	factor	that	affects	choices	about	the	task.	Others	have	followed	on	this	research,	indicating	that	the	value	each	individual	holds	for	a	task	can	predict	behavior,	even	when	relative	levels	of	self-efficacy	for	the	task	are	low	(Eccles,	1983;	Eccles,	et	al.,	1993,	1998;	Wigfield,	1994;	Wigfield	&	Eccles,	1992;	O’Neill,	1999).	Conversely,	Bandura	(1997)	argued	that	while	the	expectation	for	the	outcome	of	a	task	is	relevant,	it	is	secondary	to	beliefs	about	efficacy.	Moreover,	the	value	placed	on	a	task	is	largely	dependent	upon	one’s	self-efficacy	for	the	task.	Yoon	(1997)	found	that	both	efficacy	and	value	beliefs	were	important	in	determining	whether	children	would	choose	music	as	an	activity	and	persist	in	the	face	of	difficulties.		 	Because	all	of	these	beliefs—both	self-efficacy	beliefs	and	beliefs	about	the	value	of	improvisation—seemed	to	develop	concurrently	in	the	participants	during	the	MME,	it	is	impossible	to	say	based	on	this	study	whether	the	self-efficacy	beliefs	or	value	beliefs	were	more	important	factors	in	their	decisions	to	include	improvisation.	What	is	possible	to	claim	is	that	all	of	these	beliefs	were	necessary	for	the	five	participants	to	choose	to	teach	improvisation.	For	example,	both	Stephen	and	Michael	had	high	self-efficacy	for	improvising,	and	both	had	taught	improvisation	in	other	settings	previously	(such	as	in	private	lessons	or	in	a	jazz	band),	but	neither	considered	improvisation	in	his	instrumental	classroom	until	the	MME	convinced	each	that	it	was	a	worthwhile	activity	for	all	students.	High	self-
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efficacy	alone	was	not	enough.			 Further,	other	participants	such	as	Tina	and	Clara	expressed	that	they	thought	improvisation,	as	part	of	an	alternative	way	of	teaching	and	learning	music,	was	worth	pursuing	and	might	be	useful	for	students.	Yet	both	teachers	needed	some	help	understanding	both	how	to	improvise	and	how	to	teach	it	to	students.	They	had	already	placed	value	on	improvising	but	needed	the	self-efficacy	to	do	so	before	they	tried	teaching	it	in	their	classrooms.		 This	idea—that	inclusion	of	improvisation	in	the	band	or	orchestra	classroom	requires	both	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	on	the	part	of	the	teacher—is	supported	by	a	large	amount	of	available	literature	indicates	that	improvisation	is	absent	in	American	music	education,	particularly	at	the	secondary	level	(Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Blockland,	2014;	Bernhard	&	Stringham,	2016;	Mroz,	1982;	Skube,	2002;	Snell	&	Azzara,	2015;	Stringham,	Thornton,	&	Shevock,	2015;	Wilson,	2003;	Zitek,	2008),	with	two	primary	reasons	being	that	improvisation	is	perceived	as	too	difficult	(Bell,	2003;	Byo,	1999;	Riveire,	1997)	or	unimportant	(Byo,	1999;	Forsythe,	Kinney,	&	Braun,	2007;	Lehman,	2008).	For	now,	any	teacher	choosing	to	teach	improvisation	in	a	secondary	instrumental	classroom	will	likely	be	in	the	minority	in	his	or	her	school,	possibly	being	the	only	teacher	in	a	school,	or	even	district,	doing	so.	As	a	result,	both	value	and	self-efficacy	beliefs	need	to	be	developed	before	a	teacher	can	successfully	attempt	improvisation	in	the	classroom.			 It	is	reasonable	to	imagine	a	scenario	in	which	value	beliefs	are	not	as	important	in	determining	a	music	teacher’s	curriculum	choices.	For	example,	a	
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teacher	might	successfully	teach	sight-reading,	or	the	d	minor	scale,	simply	because	she	has	high	self-efficacy	for	those	activities	even	if	she	deems	them	relatively	unimportant.	These	skills	are	common,	accepted	parts	of	instrumental	instruction,	and	so	a	strong	belief	in	their	value	might	be	less	important.	However,	in	the	case	of	a	less	common	or	accepted	activity	like	improvisation,	a	strong	conviction	that	the	activity	is	important	and	worthwhile	must	also	accompany	self-efficacy	in	order	to	give	the	teacher	confidence	to	deviate	from	accepted	norms	and	practices.	The	experiences	of	these	participants	indicate	that	an	MME	is	a	very	effective	means	for	developing	all	of	these	beliefs.		
Beliefs	about	improvisation	affecting	behavior		 Once	a	teacher	develops	the	requisite	beliefs,	and	then	makes	a	decision	to	incorporate	improvisation	into	a	secondary	instrumental	classroom,	some	challenges	or	difficulties	are	likely	to	present	themselves.	The	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	of	the	participants	affected--and	were	affected--by	their	behavior	in	the	classroom	and	the	responses	of	their	students,	colleagues,	and	parent	community	through	the	process	of	triadic	reciprocal	causation	(Bandura,	1997).		Each	participant	faced	certain	challenges,	and	their	collective	experiences	can	help	shed	light	on	the	challenges	and	reactions	other	teachers	might	face,	and	how	they	can	be	successfully	addressed.			 Risk.	First,	the	participants	all	discussed	the	idea	of	risk—specifically,	the	risks	they	took	in	learning	to	improvise,	and	the	risks	they	asked	their	students	to	take	in	improvising	in	class.	Self-efficacy	theorists	suppose	that	high	self-efficacy	
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should	make	an	individual	more	likely	to	face	and	overcome	risks.	For	these	participants	there	seemed	to	be	a	relationship	between	risk	and	self-efficacy	belief,	and	also	between	risk	and	value	beliefs,	but	these	relationships	were	nuanced.	Specifically,	those	with	high	value	beliefs	seemed	to	more	easily	face	and	overcome	risk,	while	those	with	strong	self-efficacy	beliefs	perceived	less	risk	to	begin	with.		 For	example,	Clara	explicitly	stated	that	she	was	nervous	to	teach	improvisation,	and	nervous	to	improvise	in	front	of	her	students	at	first,	but	she	was	so	convinced	of	its	importance	that	she	proceeded	anyway.	Conversely,	Ryan	taught	improvisation	because	he	felt	he	should	as	part	of	jazz	orchestra,	but	the	risks	of	sounding	bad	in	front	of	students,	and	the	risk	of	the	orchestra	sounding	bad	while	improvising,	eventually	contributed	to	his	abandoning	it	as	an	activity.	Both	of	these	teachers	perceived	significant	risk	in	improvising	in	their	classes.	The	difference	seemed	to	be	a	conviction	that	the	risk	was	worth	it.		 Michael,	Amy,	and	Stephen	all	indicated	very	high	self-efficacy	towards	improvisation,	and	these	three	also	indicated	the	least	amount	of	perceived	risk	of	improvising	in	the	classroom.	Michael	and	Amy	both	expressed	a	variation	of	the	idea	that	improvisation	was	not	risky,	it	was	simply	how	music	is	learned.	Stephen	consistently	expressed	that	improvising	was	no	big	deal.	Students	could	try	it,	or	they	could	just	observe,	and	whatever	they	did	would	be	great.	Clara,	after	years	of	improvising	and	teaching	it	in	her	classes,	displayed	complete	calm	and	confidence	in	her	abilities	to	improvise	and	help	students	do	the	same.	As	her	self-efficacy	grew,	she	felt	there	was	less	risk	involved	in	the	activity.		
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	 In	short,	value	beliefs	seemed	effective	at	helping	teachers	face	risks,	while	strong	self-efficacy	beliefs	diminished	the	risk	teachers	perceived.	This	assertion	makes	sense.	To	draw	an	example	from	sports:	If	a	skier	is	standing	at	the	top	of	a	double	black	diamond	run,	she	will	feel	less	risk	at	the	idea	of	starting	downhill	if	she	perceives	herself	to	be	an	expert	skier.	If	she	does	not	have	such	high	self-efficacy,	she	still	might	be	inclined	to	brave	the	slope	if	she	places	a	high	value	on	becoming	an	expert	skier.	Only	if	she	thinks	she	is	a	poor	skier,	and	does	not	really	care	about	skiing	anyway,	will	she	look	for	the	bunny	hill.		 Transitioning	to	the	concept	of	student	risk,	this	conception	of	the	relationship	between	self-efficacy,	value,	and	risk	can	be	useful.	The	participants	all	discussed	ways	to	minimize	risk	for	students.	They	tried	to	create	safe	spaces	to	try	without	feeling	exposed	to	embarrassment,	they	set	students	up	to	succeed,	and	they	worked	individually	with	students	who	were	struggling	or	frustrated.	These	approaches	all	tried	to	minimize	the	risk	students	felt	as	they	initially	attempted	to	improvise.	While	the	participants	did	not	state	this	explicitly,	it	would	stand	to	reason	that	as	students	become	more	confident,	they	would	need	less	of	this	attention	because	they	would	perceive	less	risk	for	improvising.	Another	approach,	that	the	participants	did	not	seem	to	try,	would	be	to	help	students	see	the	value	of	improvisation.	Doing	so	might	encourage	them	to	face	the	risks	inherent	in	improvising.		 Resisting	the	resistance.	The	participants	also	shared	the	experience	of	facing	resistance	from	students,	colleagues,	administrators,	or	parents.	This	
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resistance,	on	the	whole,	was	admittedly	less	than	I	anticipated	it	would	be.	In	fact,	as	I	reflect	on	the	interviews	I	wonder	if	the	idea	of	resistance	would	have	come	up	had	I	not	pursued	it.	Many	of	the	participants	had	difficulty	thinking	of	concrete	examples	of	resistance,	particularly	from	parents,	colleagues,	and	administrators.	This	indicates	that	there	may	be	a	general	acceptance	of	improvisation	in	band	and	orchestra,	at	least	when	someone	else	is	doing	it.			 The	literature	indicates	that	music	teachers	feel	that	improvisation	is	one	of	the	least	important	musical	activities	that	can	be	included	in	the	classroom	(Byo,	1999;	Forsythe,	Kinney,	&	Braun,	2007),	yet	for	the	most	part	the	participants	did	not	get	much	resistance	from	colleagues	or	administrators.	On	the	other	hand,	Michael,	Tina,	and	Clara	all	shared	how	they	had	unsuccessfully	tried	to	encourage	some	of	their	colleagues	to	teach	improvisation,	indicating	that	teachers	might	be	fine	for	others	to	do	it	but	still	lack	interest	themselves.	The	participants’	various	colleagues	each	had	a	vicarious	experience	of	sorts	with	improvisation	through	observing	the	participants,	yet	this	VE	was	apparently	insufficient	to	develop	the	beliefs	necessary	to	convince	any	of	them	to	try	it.			 In	some	sense	this	lack	of	participation	by	colleagues	and	administrators	is	a	subtle,	yet	strong	form	of	resistance.	These	peers	are	indicating	by	their	lack	of	interest	and	participation	that	improvisation	is	not	a	value	to	them,	or	at	least	that	it	is	not	valuable	enough	to	pursue	with	their	students.	It	is	possible	that,	over	time,	some	of	these	teachers	have	been	able	to	encourage	their	colleagues	to	incorporate	improvisation,	but	based	on	the	data	in	this	study,	more	encouragement—in	the	
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form	of	mentor-model	or	other	experiences—is	needed	to	make	this	activity	more	common.			 Resistance	from	students	was	more	common,	but	even	it	was	not	a	huge	factor	in	the	participants’	experiences.	Most	of	them	expressed	some	level	of	push	back	from	students	who	did	not	want	to	participate,	or	struggled	and	wanted	to	quit,	but	none	of	this	was	an	insurmountable	obstacle.	Each	participant	seemed	confident	in	their	abilities	to	help	students	who	were	struggling	or	resisting	the	instruction.	The	exception	to	all	of	this	was	Ryan,	who	seemed	to	face	the	most	intense	student	resistance,	and	was	also	the	least	successful	at	overcoming	it.	This	indicates	that	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	both	diminish	the	perceived	resistance	from	students	as	well	as	give	teachers	more	motivation	to	overcome	it.		 Balancing	improvisation	with	performance	demands.	The	final	challenge	that	the	participants	shared	was	the	need	to	balance	the	desire	to	improvise	with	the	demands	of	a	performance	ensemble.	While	improvisation	is	considered	by	many	music	educators	to	be	a	relatively	unimportant	activity	(Byo,	1999;	Forsythe,	Kinney,	&	Braun,	2007,	Louk,	2002;	Zitek,	2008),	performing	repertoire	at	a	high	level	is	typically	considered	to	be	one	of	the	most	important	(Forsythe,	Kinney,	&	Braun,	2007;	Zitek,	2008).	On	the	whole,	the	participants	valued	both	activities	highly	and	did	not	feel	that	one	needed	to	be	done	at	the	expense	of	the	other.	Still,	no	ensemble	has	infinite	rehearsal	time	and	decisions	must	always	be	made	about	what	to	prioritize.	These	teachers	were	able	to	find	a	balance	in	various	ways,	from	using	improvisation	in	performances,	even	adjudicated	ones	(Clara),	to	simply	
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working	harder	in	less	rehearsal	time	to	make	sure	the	groups	were	prepared	(Tina).	Notably,	Ryan	expressed	the	most	difficulty	in	finding	this	balance	and	ultimately	cited	the	diminished	performance	quality	due	to	time	spent	improvising	as	one	reason	to	abandon	it.		 There	is	a	growing	body	of	educators	who	are	calling	for	a	departure	from	the	current	paradigm	which	emphasizes	performance	of	Western	“art”	music	to	be	judged	against	a	pre-determined	standard	towards	more	holistic,	process-focused	activities	(Higgins	&	Mantie,	2013;	Kanellopoulos	2007,	2007a;	Rodriguez,	2004;	Task	Force	on	the	Undergraduate	Music	Major,	2014).	The	majority	of	American	music	educators	still	seem	more	focused	on	the	product	of	excellent	performances,	and	so	any	teacher	who	includes	non-traditional	activities	like	improvisation	still	must	do	so	in	the	context	of	the	current	paradigm.	This	will	necessarily	involve	decisions	about	balancing	improvisation	with	performance	demands.	Yet	every	decision	we	make	in	education,	from	class	size,	to	curriculum,	to	how	we	build	and	fund	our	schools,	is	a	statement	on	what	we	value.	Five	of	the	participants	considered	improvisation	valuable	and	important	enough	to	be	willing	to	make	sacrifices	in	other	areas.	That	did	not	necessarily	mean	giving	lower	quality	performances,	but	it	did	mean	shifting	the	focus	of	what	they	thought	was	most	important	for	their	students	to	learn	and	do.	If	the	larger	field	of	music	education	is	going	to	accept	improvisation	as	an	activity	in	band	and	orchestra,	it	too	must	make	a	shift.	No	longer	can	there	be	such	a	gulf	between	the	perceived	importance	of	perfecting	articulations	and	spontaneous	creation.	
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Implications	for	the	Field	
	 The	five	themes	that	emerged	during	this	study,	and	the	conclusions	I	have	drawn	from	them,	have	a	number	of	implications	for	music	education.	The	first	is	that	there	need	to	be	more	opportunities	for	mentor-model	experiences	in	improvisation	for	both	pre-service	and	in-service	teachers.	The	participants	developed	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	as	a	result	of	their	respective	MMEs,	and	these	beliefs	in	turn	led	to	their	incorporation	of	improvisation.	The	exact	format	of	the	MME	can	be	flexible—for	in-service	teachers	it	could	be	as	simple	as	a	few	hours,	or	all-day	workshop.	It	could	also	take	the	form	of	an	in-school	residency.	Regardless	of	the	format,	the	MME	should	focus	on	giving	teachers	the	mastery	and	vicarious	experiences	necessary	to	develop	self-efficacy	for	improvising	personally	as	well	as	teaching	improvisation.	Also,	they	need	to	focus	on	helping	teachers	discover	and	develop	beliefs	about	the	value	and	importance	of	improvisation.	This	will	admittedly	be	more	of	a	challenge	but	is	vital	if	teachers	are	going	to	adopt	improvisation	as	part	of	their	teaching	practice.			 Personal	experience	during	this	study	indicates	that	many	workshops	are	not	meeting	these	standards.	In	my	search	for	participants	for	this	study,	I	spoke	to	a	number	of	mentor-models	who	have	taught	classes	or	offered	workshops	in	improvisation,	and	some	of	them	had	a	difficult	time	suggesting	teachers	they	have	worked	with	who	now	use	it	in	their	classroom.	One	person	with	whom	I	spoke	had	given	numerous	workshops	on	this	subject,	yet	did	not	know	of	a	single	attendee	who	had	gone	on	to	try	improvisation	in	their	classroom.	There	is	no	way	for	me	to	
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know	the	reasons	for	this,	nor	whether	these	workshops	focused	on	developing	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs.	What	is	clear	is	that	a	workshop	in	and	of	itself	will	not	necessarily	be	sufficient	unless	it	effectively	develops	the	necessary	beliefs	in	attendees.			 For	pre-service	teachers,	universities	need	to	greatly	expand	their	offerings—both	elective	and	required—in	improvisation.	The	literature	indicates	that	improvisation	instruction	is	rarely	required	for	pre-service	music	teachers	(Balfour,	1988;	Hinkle,	1977;	Jones,	2005;	Knox,	1996;	Marks,	1994;	Shires,	1990;	Thomas,	1980;	Wiggins,	1997;	Wollenzien,	1999).	Adding	units	or	entire	courses	on	improvisation	would	likely	develop	both	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	in	pre-service	teachers.	Moreover,	a	university	curriculum	is	also	a	statement	of	values,	so	including	improvisation	prominently	makes	the	statement	that	it	belongs	in	band	and	orchestra	classrooms.			 The	second	implication	is	that	once	opportunities	for	mentor-model	experiences	that	focus	on	developing	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	become	more	common	and	accessible,	there	will	likely	be	an	increase	in	the	number	of	teachers	willing	to	teach	improvisation.	Yet,	given	the	current	dearth	of	such	teachers	(Abeles	&	Horowitz,	1999;	Mroz,	1982;	Skube,	2002;	Wilson,	2003;	Zitek,	2008),	they	will	likely	be	somewhat	isolated	in	their	pursuit	of	improvisation.	The	participants	in	this	study	each	approached	improvisation	differently,	and	each	used	unique	and	creative	ways	to	include	it	in	their	classrooms.	Further,	each	confronted	the	challenges	they	faced	in	unique	ways.	These	teachers	would	benefit	from	being	able	
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to	share	ideas	and	best	practice	around	improvisation	in	band	and	orchestra,	and	simply	from	the	support	of	knowing	others	are	doing	similar	things.	There	are	both	formal	and	informal	organizations	and	associations	in	music	education	dedicated	to	many	specific	disciplines,	including	conducting,	classroom	management,	jazz	improvisation,	rehearsal	techniques,	music	technology,	and	much	more.	Teachers	who	want	to	teach	improvisation	would	benefit	from	a	similar	association	to	facilitate	best	practice	and	continued	growth.		 Finally,	and	more	broadly,	a	greater	acceptance	and	valuing	of	improvisation	by	the	larger	music	education	community	would	decrease	some	of	the	challenges	and	make	improvisation	more	feasible	and	natural	to	implement.	There	has	been	a	call	for	the	inclusion	of	improvisation	at	the	university	level	(Task	Force,	2014),	but	it	will	take	a	wholesale	paradigm	shift	away	from	the	Euro-centric	art	music	dominance	that	currently	holds	sway	in	music	education.	While	all	of	the	participants	felt	pressure	to	give	quality	performances,	none	were	in	an	environment	where	there	was	immense	pressure	to	attend	and	win	competitions.	Yet	all	too	often	schools	fall	into	the	trap	of	justifying	and	measuring	their	music	programs	on	the	trophies	and	awards	they	win.	In	this	latter	environment,	there	is	little	room	for	improvisation	or	any	other	activity	that	distracts	from	performance	goals.	In	order	for	improvisation	to	grow	and	flourish,	there	needs	to	be	a	shift	in	emphasis	of	what	we	value	as	music	educators,	and	what	we	consider	our	role	to	be	in	the	larger	academic	setting.	Are	we	just	another	means	for	competition	and	
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testing,	or	do	we	want	to	offer	something	unique	that	develops	the	whole	child	and	helps	them	flourish	in	a	rapidly	changing	world?		
Suggestions	for	Further	Research		 As	stated	above,	this	study	did	not	reveal	what	separated	the	five	participants	who	successfully	incorporated	improvisation	with	others	who	had	similar	mentor-model	experiences	but	did	not.	It	would	be	valuable	to	study	teachers	who	have	the	same	experience	to	determine	what	qualities	or	motivating	factors	differentiate	those	who	eventually	do	use	improvisation	from	those	who	do	not.	Research	that	focuses	on	the	role	self-efficacy	and	value	beliefs	play	in	students,	rather	than	in	teachers,	could	reveal	how	teachers	can	help	students	develop	self-efficacy,	as	well	as	help	teachers	understand	the	nature	and	reason	for	the	resistance	students	offer	toward	improvisation	activities.	Finally,	while	there	is	substantial	research	that	indicates	improvisation	is	lacking	in	university	teacher-education	programs,	much	of	this	research	was	published	twenty	or	more	years	ago.	It	would	be	valuable	to	know	whether	universities	have	expanded	their	curriculum	to	include	more	requirements	or	electives	in	improvisation	for	pre-service	music	teachers.	
Conclusion		 The	teachers	profiled	in	this	study	became	convinced	not	just	of	their	ability	to	teach	improvisation,	but	also	of	the	value	of	improvisation	for	their	students.	These	beliefs	caused	them	to	include	improvisation	in	their	instrumental	classrooms	in	creative	and	effective	ways.	They	are	still	very	much	in	the	minority	amongst	
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American	instrumental	teachers,	however,	in	both	their	beliefs	and	actions	towards	improvisation	as	it	is	still	a	marginal	or	non-existent	activity	in	most	instrumental	music	classrooms.			 Imagine	instead	a	scenario	in	which	improvisation	is	valued	and	self-efficacy	beliefs	towards	improvisation	are	nurtured,	both	in	teachers	and	students,	leading	to	significantly	more	improvisation	activity	in	instrumental	ensembles.	What	would	such	a	scenario	mean	for	our	students?	Contrary	to	the	beliefs	of	many,	it	would	not	mean	that	performance	quality	would	suffer,	nor	would	it	mean	that	students	would	be	too	intimidated	to	participate.	Rather,	students	might	become	engaged	in	music	in	new	and	different	ways.	They	may	develop	independence	from	music	notation,	and	gain	a	greater	ability	to	hear	and	understand	the	music	they	play.	They	may	be	prepared	to	leave	our	school	music	programs	and	continue	making	music	in	diverse	ways,	freed	from	a	dependence	on	notation	and	strict	expectations	of	“proper”	performances.			 A	violist	might	take	his	instrument	to	college,	and	informally	play	with	his	roommate	who	does	not	read	music	but	is	a	skilled	guitarist.		A	clarinetist	might	not	stow	her	instrument	in	the	attic	after	graduation,	but	instead	might	create	new	songs	with	a	friend	who	makes	beats	on	her	computer.	By	exploring	improvisation	with	students,	teachers	can	foster	a	deeper	and	more	diverse	understanding	of	music,	and	develop	young	musicians	who	continue	actively	making	music	after	they	leave	their	formal	school	music	programs.	The	result	could	be,	as	Stephen	might	say,	a	generation	of	musicians	“just	jamming	out.”	 	
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Appendix: Interview Protocol	Interview	1	--Tell	me	about	your	musical	background.		 --What	instruments	did	you	play	as	a	child?		When	did	you	start	learning		 each?				 --What	kind	of	formal	instruction	did	you	receive?	--Describe	the	musical	life	of	your	family/home.				 --What	kind	of	music	was	played	around	your	house?				 --Were	your	parents	musicians?		 --Did	your	family	play	music	together?	--Describe	your	school	music	experiences.		 --What	ensembles	were	you	a	part	of?		 --Did	you	have	any	experience	with	improvisation	in	school	music?		If	so,			 describe.		 --Did	you	participate	in	music	making	outside	of	formal	school	ensembles?	--Describe	your	undergraduate	music	experiences.		 --What	ensembles	were	you	a	part	of?		 --What	(if	any)	music	making	experiences	did	you	have	apart	from	formal			 school	groups?		 --In	what	ways	(if	any)	was	improvisation	part	of	your	musical	experience?	--Describe	your	teaching	practice	before	improvisation		 --Did	you	have	any	experiences,	either	directly	or	vicariously,	with		 improvisation	as	part	of	your	teaching	practice?		 --Describe	the	improvising	culture	of	your	school	before	you	began	including			 improvisation	in	your	teaching.				
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Interview	2	--Describe	any	event(s)	or	situation(s)	that	caused	you	to	consider	including	improvisation	in	your	teaching.		 --Did	you	take	a	workshop?		Did	you	have	a	conversation	with	a	colleague?				 Did	you	see	a	video/read	an	article?	--Once	you	decided	to	include	improvisation	in	your	teaching,	what	were	your	next	steps?		 --Did	you	seek	help	from	‘experts’?		Did	you	seek	a	curriculum?			--Describe	your	initial	forays	into	improvisation	in	your	classroom?		 --What	did	you	try	to	do?				 --How	did	the	students	react?		 --Did	you	consider	it	‘successful’?	--Describe	the	reactions	of	your	colleagues	and	administration	to	your	improvisatory	behavior	in	the	classroom.		 --Were	colleagues	curious?	Indignant?	Supportive?		 --What	about	your	administration?		Did	they	encourage	you,	discourage	you,			 or	were	they	ambivalent?		In	what	ways?	--Take	me	through	your	entire	first	few	weeks	(or	semester/year)	of	improvisation.		 --How	did	your	instruction	change?		 --How	did	students’	reactions	to	the	instruction	change?		 --How	did	your	ensembles	change	in	tone/attitude	as	improvisation	became			 more	of	a	normal	event?		 --In	what	ways	did	your	colleagues’	and/or	administration’s	attitudes		 towards	your	improvisatory	behavior	change?	--Summarize	your	entire	process	of	improvisation	implementation.		 --How	long	have	you	been	doing	it	now?		 --Did	you	ever	stop	including	improvisation?		Or	did	you	consider	stopping?		 --Do	you	have	plans	to	increase	or	decrease	your	improvisation	instruction?			 Why?	
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Interview	3	--What	were	your	opinions	of	improvisation	as	a	student?		Teacher?	--Had	you	ever	considered	improvisation	in	your	classroom	before	you	started	including	it?		If	not,	why?		--What	would	you	say	were	the	major	factors	in	convincing	you	to	try	improvisation	in	your	teaching?		 --What	attitudes	changed?	--How	did	your	confidence	and	sense	of	ability	to	improvise	change	throughout	the	process	of	implementing	improvisation?		What	caused	it	to	increase	or	decrease?	--Did	your	administration’s	or	colleagues’	attitudes	affect	your	sense	of	purpose	or	conviction	regarding	improvisation?		Alternately,	did	you	find	your	improvisatory	behavior	in	the	classroom	change	their	attitudes?	--Describe	changes	in	your	students	throughout	the	process,	and	how	those	changes	in	turn	affected	your	decisions	and	behavior	in	the	classroom?	
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